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Enclosed  with  this  letter  are  copies  of:   the  full  Replacement/ 
Transit  Improvement  Study  Phase  I  Feasibility  Report;  the  Sum- 
mary Report  with  Spanish  Translation;  and,  a  handout  from  the 
January  31st  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting. 

The  study  is  an  analysi^-e#->curreri-;fe--and  fuj:ji«-e  public  trans- 
^rtation  needs  in  the  (§oiat]i--£nd(^^Roxbury  CDoxchester ,  and 
,_Mat±j^an  areas.   The  objective  is  to  "develop  an  overall  trans- 
portation strategy  for  the  study  area  and  to  decide  on  specific 
services  of  public  transportation  after  the  Orange  Line  is  re- 
located and  the  elevated  is  removed. 

The  study  is  being  managed  by  the  MBTA's  Southwest  Corridor 
Development  office.   The  two  principal  consultant  firms  for 
the  study  area  are:   Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton  (TAMS) 
and  Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  &  Casendino  Inc.  (GET) .   The 
State's  Central  Transportation  Staff  (CTPS)  is  providing  as- 
sistance in  developing  forecasts  of  future  transit  ridership. 
Also  on  the  consultant  team  are  economists,  urban  planners, 
and  a  local  development  group  (Greater  Roxbury  Development 
Corporation) . 

Phase  II  of  this  study  is  expected  to  begin  after  review  and 
concurrence  by  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration 
(UMTA) .   During  this  interim  period,  we  would  appreciate  re- 
ceiving comments  from  you  and  others  in  the  community  about 
this  study.   If  you  would  like  more  information,  please  contact 
us . 


The  Community  Liaison  Team 


427-7060  ■> 
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Mr.  Robert  R.  Kiley,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 
50  High  Street 
Boston,   Massachusetts      02110 

Dear  Chairman  Kiley: 

RE:  MBTA  Contract  No.   065-14 

Feasibility  Study  and  Alternatives 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis , 
South  End/Roxbury  Replacement  Service 
Dorchester/Mattapan  Transit  Service 

We  are  pleased  to  submit  herewith  our  Report  on  Phase  I  of  the  Re- 
placement /Transit  Improvement  Study. 

The  Report  describes  the  process  used  in  developing  alternatives  and 
sets  forth  the  transit  alternatives  which  should  be  analyzed  further  during 
Phase  II  of  the  Study.    A  number  of  potential  alignments  for  light  rail  transit 
and  busway  in  a  median  reservation  and  passenger  rail  service  on  Midland 
Branch  Railroad  warrant  further  study.     In  Phase  II  we  will  develop  plans  for 
these  alternatives  in  sufficient  detail  to  assess  relative  impacts  and  to  se- 
lect a  preferred  transit  system. 

The  Study  has  been  a  team  effort  and  we  particularly  want  to  acknow- 
ledge the  assistance  provided  by  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff, 
various  divisions  of  the  MBTA,  the  Boston  i^edevelopment  Authority,  the 
Mayor's  Office  on  Transportation,  and  local  citizens.     The  Study's  focus 
on  community  participation  has  helped  us  to  understand  the  needs  of  local 
residents  and  to  incorporate  these  needs  into  the  alternative  plans.     Our 
associated  firm  for  community  participation,   Childs  Bertman  Tseckares 
Casendino,  Inc.  ,  has  been  instrumental  in  making  this  program  successful. 

We  have  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  work  closely  with  the  Authority's 
Southwest  Corridor  Development  Office  and  look  forward  to  a  continuing  close 
relationship  with  this  group  in  producing  a  workable  plan  to  improve  public 
transportation. 

Very  truly  yours , 


TIPPETTS-ABBETT-McCARTHY-STRATTON 


cc:  F.  Salvucci,  EOTC 
W.  Higgins,  MBTA 
A.  Pangaro,   MBTA 


Austin  E.I  Brant,  Jr. 
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Introduction 


CHAPTER  1      INTRODUCTION 


BACKGROUND    AND    STUDY     OBJECTIVES 

Public  transportation  for  residents  of  Boston's  South  End,  Roxbury, 
Dorchester  and  Mattapan  communities  is  currently  provided  by  the  elevated 
Orange  Line,  the  Ashmont  Branch  of  the  Red  Line  and  an  extensive  bus  net- 
work.    However,  the  Washington  Street  Elevated's  blighting  effect  and 
structural  problems  have  long  prompted  consideration  of  demolishing  the 
line.     In  1972,   subsequent  to  the  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review 
(BTPR)  ,  construction  of  the  proposed  Southwest  Expressway  (1-95  extension) 
was  cancelled,  and  Governor  Sargent  concluded  that  the  Orange  Line  should 
be  relocated  in  the  corridor  cleared  for  the  expressway.     At  that  time,   it 
was  recognized  that  some  form  of  transit  service  should  be  provided  in  the 
South  End  and  Roxbury  to  replace  the  elevated  Orange  Line,  with  a  possible 
extension  of  that  service  to  Mattapan  through  Dorchester. 

Previous  studies  have  identified  a  need  for  improved  service  in  the 
study  area  and  funds  for  providing  it  are  included  in  the  Boston  region's 
Transit  Improvement  Program  of  1977.      However,   further  study  is  needed 
to  determine  the  mode,  alignment  and  extent  of  service. 

The  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  (R/TIS)  is  intended  to 
provide  the  further  analysis  required  to  determine  the  type  of  service  most 
appropriate  to  the  area  and  acceptable  to  the  agencies  and  communities  in- 
volved.    The  service  should  utilize  as  efficiently  as  possible  the  other  ex- 
isting or  planned  transportation  elements  of  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Trans- 
portation Authority  (MBTA)  system. 

The  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  has  five  specific  ob- 
jectives as  defined  below: 

al       to  re-examine  the  demand  for  public  transportation  services 
within  the  South  End,   Roxbury,   Dorchester  and  Mattapan 
neighborhoods  of  Boston; 

b')       to  define  a  set  of  technologically  and  operationally  feasible 
transit  service  alternatives  for  meeting  that  demand  and 
leading  to  local  community  development; 

c1       to  provide  continuity  for  transfer  between  any  of  the  services 
under  consideration; 

d)  to  assess  and  describe  the  llocial,  economic  and  physical 
impacts  on  the  environment  of  a  few  selected  alternatives;  and 

e)  to  propose  one  or  more    specific  transit  service  improvements. 


1  .1 


PROJECT    SCHEDULE 

The  work  is  being  performed  in  four  phases.       Phase  I  involves 
analysis  of  transportation  alternatives  consisting  of: 

a)  development  of  a  citizen  involvement  mechanism; 

b)  choice  of  appropriate  demand  forecasting  techniques  and  cost- 
effectiveness  analysis  methodology; 

c)  definition  of  community  goals  and  transportation  needs; 

d)  determination  of  several  alternative  means  of  meeting  those 
needs;   and 

e)  selection  of  a  small  set  of  the  most  promising  transportation 
alternatives  to  be  carried  into  Phase  II  for  further  analysis. 

This  report  contains  the  findings  and  description  of  analysis  in 
Phase  I. 

Phase  II  will  consist  of  the  development  and  environmental  impact 
analysis  of  the  sets  of  alternatives    selected  in  Phase  I,  culminating  in 
submission  to  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  of  a 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Alternatives  Analysis,  and  pre- 
paration of  a  separate  Recommended  Alternative  Report  describing  in  detail 
the  preferred  cost-effective  alternative  and  the  rationale  for  the  choice  of 
the  proposed  action. 

Phase  III  will  consist  of  a^  incorporating  UMTA's  comments;   b)  a 
public  hearing  on  the  preferred  alternative;    and  c)  preparation  of  any  cap- 
ital grant  application(s)  being  submitted  for  consideration  at  the  public 
hearing . 

Phase  IV  will  involve  preparation  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  reflecting  comments  received  during  the  hearings. 


STUDY    AREA 

The  study  area  is  shown  in  Figure  1.1  and  includes  the  South  Cove 
and  South  End  of  Boston,  Roxbury  and  sections  of  Dorchester  and  Mattapan, 
lying  generally  east  of  the  Relocated  Orange  Line  (South  Cove  to  Forest 
Hills),  west  of  the  Red  Line  (Harvard-Ashmont)  and  north  of  the  Mattapan 
High  Speed  Trolley  Line. 


RELATED    PROJECTS 

A  number  of  transportation  projects  in  the  study  area  relate  directly 
to  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement     Study,  and  these  are  briefly 
described  below  and  shown  in  Figure  1.2.     Most  of  these  projects  are 
under  the  authority  of  the  MBTA's  Southwest  Corridor  Office. 
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Figure  1.3  shows  the  chronological  relationship  of  the  Replacement/ 
Transit  Improvement  Study  to  these  other  projects  and  previous  relevant 
decisions  . 

Orange  Line  Relocation 

The  MBTA  has  filed  an  application  for  Federal  capital  grant  assist- 
ance to  UMTA  to  relocate  approximately  4.7  miles  of  the  existing  Orange 
Line  to  the  rapid  transit  mainline  railroad  alignment  extending  from  South 
Cove  to  Forest  Hills.  The  line  would  contain  five  tracks;  three  for  com- 
muter and  intercity  rail  and  two  for  the  Orange  Line.  The  application  in- 
cludes the  removal  of  the  existing  Orange  Line  elevated  structure  along 
Washington  Street.  The  project  is  currently  under  design  and  is  expected 
to  be  completed  in  1983. 
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FIGURE   1.3 
SOUTHWEST    CORRIDOR    TRANSPORTATION    SCHEDULE 
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Arterial  &  Crosstown  Streets 

As  part  of  the  Southwest  Corridor  project,  a  new  arterial  street  will 
be  constructed  between  che  Massachusetts  Avenue  exit  of  the  Southeast  Ex- 
pressway and  Jackson  Square.     The  northern  segment  of  this  street  runs 
through  land  previously  cleared  for  the  ."Inner  Belt"  which  in  this  section 
was  cancelled  at  the  same  time  as  the  Southwest  Expressway.     Right-of- 
way  for  this  crosstown  segment  from  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  exit  to  Col- 
umbus Avenue  includes  a  40-foot  transit  easement  and  has  potential  use 
for  both  proposed  replacement  and  circumferential  transit  systems.     Both 
street  segments  are  currently  under  design.     Construction  of  the  cross - 
town  street  should  be  completed  in  early  1979  while  the  arterial  segment 
from  Ruggles  Street  to  Jackson  Square  should  be  completed  at  approx- 
imately the  same  time  as  the  Orange  Line  Relocation. 

Midland  Branch  Reconstruction 

To  facilitate  construction  of  the  relocated  Orange  Line,  most  com- 
muter and  intercity  (AMTRAK)  rail  service  currently  using  the  mainline  RR 
corridor  will  be  diverted  to  the  Midland  Branch  (Dorchester)  Railroad  dur- 
ing the  construction  period  1979  to  1983.     The  Midland  Railroad,  which 
runs  from  Readville  to  South  Station,  currently  serves  only  occasional 
local  freight  service  and  will  be  upgraded  to  handle  future  rail  service. 
Improvements  include  improved  signalization,  welded  rail  and  fencing. 
Construction  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  early  1979.     The  project  is 
particularly  relevant  to  the  R/TIS  since  it  provides  a  potential  alignment 
for  new  rail  transit  service  after  commuter  rail  and  AMTRAK  service  is  re- 
turned to  the  relocated  Orange  Line  corridor  in  1983. 

Circumferential  Transit 


The  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  (CTPS)  will  investigate 
alternatives  for  crosstown  transportation  in  the  institutional-residential- 
industrial  ring  through  Boston,  Cambridge  and  Somerville  in  preparation 
for  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement.     This  service  was  originally  proposed 
as  part  of  the  BTPR  in  the  corridor  originally  proposed  for  the  Inner  Belt  Ex- 
pressway.    The  crosstown  alignment  runs  through  the  study  area  in  the 
lower  Roxbury  area . 

South  Cove  Tunnel 


Construction  has  begun  on  extension  of  the  South  Cove  Tunnel.     This 
project  will  permit  the  Orange  Line  to  run  between  Essex,  South  Cove  and 
Back  Bay  stations.     The  tunnel  was  partially  completed  in  1968  in  conjunc- 
tion with  urban  renewal  activity  in  South  Cove.     It  is  now  being  extended 
under  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  to  the  current  mainline  railroad  corridor. 


Auto  Restricted  Zone 

Boston  is  one  of  a  small  number  of  cities  applying  for  federal  grants 
from  UMTA  to  provide  an  auto-restricted  zone  (A.R.Z.)  in  part  of  downtown. 
The  Boston  ARZ  is  located  in  the  downtown  shopping  district,  primarily  on 
Washington  and  Chauncy  Streets.     Various  sections  of  it  contain  restric- 
tions on  autos,  trucks  and  taxicabs .     It  has  major  implications  on  down- 
town-oriented bus  service  which  will  be  discussed  further  in  Chapter  9 . 

Forest  Hills/Needham  Rail  Service  . 

A  consultant  is  currently  under  contract  to  the  MBTA  to  produce  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  including  rapid  transit  and  commuter  rail 
alternatives  on  the  Needham  Branch  Railroad  right-of-way  in  Boston  and 
Needham  i 


STUDY    METHODOLOGY 

Accomplishing  the  objectives  of  Phase  I  (i.e.  selecting  a  small  number 
of  transit  alternatives  for  detailed  analysis  in  Phase  II)  involved  work  in  four 
general  categories: 

1)  Community  liaison 

2)  Identification  and  selection  of  transit  alternatives 

3)  Transit  ridership  analysis 

4)  Technical  analyses  required  to  support  selection  of  transit 

alternatives 

These  four  work  items  were  conducted  simultaneously  throughout  the 
study  as  shown  in  Figure  1.4.     The  process  required  in  each  of  the  four 
areas  is  described  briefly  below  and  elaborated  on  in  subsequent  sections 
of  the  report. 

Community  Liaison 

The  coranaunity  liaison  effort  was  geared  to  provide  maximum  citizen 
awareness  and  input  in  the  selection  process.     Along  with  day-to-day  com- 
munity contacts,  three  types  of  meetings  were  held  throughout  Phase  I: 

a.      Project  Working  Committee  (PWC)  meetings  were  held  approx- 
imately monthly  as  shown  in  Figure  1.4.     The  Project  Working 
Committee  was  structured  to  represent  State,  City  and  com- 
munity concerns  throughout  the  study  area.     It  provided  over- 
all study  direction  by  a)  assisting  in  the  formulation  of  reg- 
ional, community  and  local  goals;  b)  reviewing  the  direction 
and  scope  of  the  work;   c)  determining  priority  issues  of  neigh- 
borhood concerns;  and  d)  participating  in  the  determination 
of  feasible  transit  alternatives.     All  significant  decisions 
concerning  study  direction  were  made  by  the  PWC . 
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b.  Coordination  meetings  were  held  on  Friday  mornings  to  co- 
ordinate the  activities  of  the  study  participants  and  gather 
community  input  on  a  more  frequent  basis.     Participants 

in  coordination  meetings  included  local  citizens  interested 
in  the  study  and  able  to  attend  during  the  day,  agency  per- 
sonnel and  consultant  staff,     with  an  average  attendance  of 
about  15-20  people.     Throughout  the  study,  information  was 
reviewed  in  the  coordination  meetings  prior  to  presentation 
to  the  Project  Working  Committee. 

c.  Frequent  meetings  were  held  in  neighborhoods  throughout  the 
study  area  to  reach  and  inform  the  maximum  number  of  people 
possible.     The  meetings  were  usually  coordinated  with  the 
many  neighborhood  groups  already  in  existence  throughout  the 
study  area.     Presentations  and  question-and-answer  sessions 
were  normally  conducted  by  the  community  liaison  staff  during 
portions  of  regular  meetings  scheduled  by  these  groups. 

A  more  detailed  description  of  the  community  liaison  process  is  given 
in  Chapter  5 . 

Identification  and  Selection  of  Transit  Alternatives 

The  process  followed  to  select  transportation  alternatives  is  de- 
scribed in  Chapter  9,     Suggestions  for  transit  alternatives  were  available 
from  previous  studies,  particularly  the  BTPR.     Based  on  these  and  input 
generated  during  the  R/TIS,  a  variety  of  transportation  modes  were  ex- 
amined on  three  potential  alignments,  creating  a  series  of  "generalized 
alternatives".      The  generalized  alternatives  specified  a  particular  ve- 
hicle type  running  at  a  given  profile  on  the  alignment  but  did  not  con- 
tain detailed  information  such  as  the  location  of  stations     and  connec- 
tion to  existing  services . 

Analysis  of  the  generalized  alternatives  against  a  number  of  eval- 
uation criteria  (see  next  section)  provided  information  required  to  delineate 
specific  alternatives.     The  specific  alternatives  were  a  series  of  transit 
systems  specified  in  the  detail  required  to  estimate  potential  riders  at- 
tracted to  the  system,  potential  travel  time  savings  associated  with  the 
system,  and  transit  operating  costs.     Information  in  these  and  other  areas 
such  as  capital  cost  and  community  response  was  generated  for  the  spec- 
ific transit  alternatives,  and  permitted  comprehensive  examination  of  the 
alternatives  measured  against  the  criteria. 

Various  transit  modes  and  alignments  used  as  part  or  all  of  the 
specific  alternatives  were  then  evaluated  on  a  study  area-wide  basis  and 
within  specific  "zones  of  service"  which  correspond  to  the  four  basic  areas 
of  the  study. 

Zone  1  .  South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Zone  2  .  Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Zone  3.  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

Zone  4.  Crosstown  (Northeastern  to  Columbia  Point) 
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The  alternatives  were  measured  against  criteria  developed  by  the 
consultant  based  on  UMTA  guidelines  for  alternatives  analysis  and  spec- 
ific issues  raised  by  the  Project  Working  Committee  (see  Table  1.1).     The 
various  criteria  were  not  assigned  weights  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a 
quantitative  estimate  of  the  relative  value  of  each  alternative;  rather,  they 
were  used  as  a  checklist  to  assemble  information  used  to  evaluate  the  al- 
ternatives and  as  guidelines  for  community  review.     Alternatives  were  elim- 
inated early  if  they  presented  major  problems  in  meeting  certain  aspects  of 
the  criteria.     In  later  stages,  more  detailed  data  in  some  categories  were 
assembled.      Some  of  the  criteria  will  not  be  used  until  Phase  II.     De- 
cisions made  in  all  stages  were  based  upon  community  and  agency  re- 
sponse to  the  consultant's  technical  evaluation  and  recommendations. 

Transit  Ridership  Analysis 

Estimates  of  ridership  on  the  specific  transportation  alternatives  were 
an  important  part  of  Phase  I  work.     Operating  characteristics  of  specific 
alternatives  were  defined  in  detail  and  computer  programs  (UMTA's  Urban 
Transportation  Planning  System  package)  were  run  to  forecast  ridership  and 
other  quantitative  factors  for  each  alternative.     Output  in  Phase  I  was  pri- 
marily used  to  evaluate  the  relative  cost-effectiveness  of  the  various  transit 
modes  and  alignments  and  included: 

a.  An  estimate  of  the  number  of  daily  transit  riders  on  line-haul 
services  aggregated  by  line  and,  in  some  cases,  segments  of 
line 

b.  An  estimate  of  new  riders  attracted  to  the  system  (i.e. ,  diver- 
sion of  transit  riders  from  automobile) 

c .  Improvement  in  travel  time  over  the  current  transit  system 

A  discussion  of  the  travel  forecast  data  and  procedures  used  to  de- 
velop ridership  data  is  given  in  Chapter  4  and  in  Appendix  C.  A  descrip- 
tion of  output  from  the  model  is  contained  in  Chapter  9. 

Supporting  Technical  Analyses 

Various  technical  analyses  were  performed  throughout  Phase  I  to 
provide  information  needed  for  analysis  of  transit  alternatives.     Such 
analyses  were  sub-divided  into  five  elements: 

Transit  technology  analysis  (Chapter  7) 

Right-of-way  analysis  (Chapter  81 

Service  analysis  (Chapter  6) 

Land  development  analysis  (Chapters  2  and  9) 

Cost  analysis  (Chapters  7  and  9) 

The  technology  analysis  was  used  to  investigate  a  wide  range  of 
potential  transit  technologies  to  sort  out  those  modes  not  suitable  for  de- 
tailed investigation  and  to  provide  data  to  compare  modes  that  were  suit- 
..able.     The  right-of-way  analysis  investigated  major  streets  and  other  align- 
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TABLE    1.1 

CRITERIA   FOR    EVALUATION    OF  TRANSIT  ALTERNATIVES 

A.  Community  Goals 

1 .     Meets  Community  Goals 
2  .     Community  Acceptance 

B.  Transportation  Service 

1 .  Replaces  Washington  St.  Elevated 

2.  Serves  Major  Commercial  Centers 

3.  Travel  Time  Improvements  * 

4 .  Schedule  Adherence 

5 .  Comfort 

6.  Safety 

7.  Security 

8.  Transfers  * 

9.  Service  to  Elderly  and  Handicapped 

10.  Speed  of  Implementation    i 

11.  Impact  on  Other  Transportation  Services 

12.  Potential  for  Incremental  Construction,  Future  Upgrading, 

and  Expansion 

C.  Technology  and  System  Compatibility 

1 .  Proven  Technology 

2.  Compatibility  with  MBTA  Equipment 

3.  Compatibility  with  MBTA  Labor  Practices 

D.  Cost-Effectiveness 


I 


1.     Capital  Cost  * 

2  .     Cost  per  Transit  Rider    * 

3  .      Ratio  of  Cost  to  Travel  Time  Savings    * 

E.  Environmental  Factors 

1 .  Required  Takings  of  Land/Structures/Parks/Historical  Sites 

2.  Impact  on  Pedestrians/Bicycles 

3.  Neighborhood  Disruption/Cohesion 

4 .  Construction  Disruption 
5  .  Noise  Impacts  * 

6.  Air  Pollution  * 

7.  Energy  Consumption  * 

F.  Land  Use/Land  Development 

1 .  Impact  on  Existing  and  Proposed  Land  Uses 

2.  Enhancement  of  Land  Development  Goals 
3  .     Impact  on  Land  Values 

*     Quantitative  Factors 
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ments  for  transit  system  potential  and  identified  problems  associated  with 
implementing  transit  on  these  rights-of-way.     The  service  analysis  looked 
at  current  rail  and  bus  transit  service  to  identify  deficiencies  and  potential 
short  or  long  range  improvements.     The  land  development  analyses  ex- 
amined the  relative  impact  of  transit  modes  and  alignments  on  the  develop- 
ment of  land  in  the  study  area.     The  cost  analysis  provided  preliminary 
data  on  transit  capital  and  operating  cost  for  use  in  investigating  the 
relative  cost-effectiveness  of  the  transit  alternatives. 


DEVELOPMENT    OF   RECOMMENDATIONS 

Various  transit  modes  and  alignments  used  as  part  or  all  of  the 
specific  alternatives  were  evaluated  on  a  study  area -wide  basis  and 
within  specified  "zones  of  service"  which  correspond  to  the  four  basic 
areas  of  the  study: 

Zone  I  ,  South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Zone  2.  Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Zone  3.  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

Zone  4.  Crosstown  (Northeastern  to  Columbia  Point) 

Evaluation  of  the  specific  transit  alternatives  generated  information 
which  was  used  to  select  transit  alternatives  for  further  analysis  in  Phase  II 
of  the  Study.     The  evaluation  indicated  that  there  are  a  number  of  modes 
and  alignments  suitable  for  transportation  improvements  in  the  study  area. 
More  detailed  analysis,  particularly  of  engineering  and  right-of-way  factors, 
will  be  required  in  Phase  II  to  choose  between  these  modes  and  alignments. 

The  transit  modes  used  as  part  of  specific  alternatives  were  analyzed 
first  to  determine  which  modes  should  be  carried  into  Phase  II.     Then  the 
specific  alignments  for  each  surviving  mode  were  compared  in  each  of  the 
four  zones  of  service,  to  see  which  alignments  should  be  analyzed  in   . 
Phase  II.     The  end  result  was  a  selected  number  of  modes  and  alignments 
in  each  zone  of  service  recommended  for  Phase  II  analysis. 
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CHAPTER  2      STUDY  AREA  CHARACTERISTICS 


rNTRODUCTION 

This  Chapter  is  intended  to  provide  background  for  understanding  the 
people  and  environment  most  directly  impacted  by  transportation  improve- 
ments.     The  area  under  study  is  bounded  by  the  Penn  Central  Mainline 
right-of-way  to  the  west  (to  which  the  Orange  Line  will  be  relocated),  the 
Ashmont  Branch  of  the  Red  Line  to  the  east,  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike 
to  the  north  and  the  Neponset  River  to  the  south.     This  comprises  a  total 
area  of  about  9  1/2  square  miles  (apfiroximately  one-quarter  of  the  total 
land  area  of  the  City  of  Boston)  and  a  population  of  215,000  (one-third  of 
the  City  of  Boston) . 

The  study  area  consists  of  all  or  part  of  seven  planning  districts  as 
defined  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA).     Within  the  seven 
planning  districts  there  are  also  numerous  sub-areas  as  shown  in  Figure  2.1. 

Table  2.1  describes  some  of  the  socio-economic  characteristics  of 
each  planning  district  as  tabulated  in  the  1970  U.S.  Census.     These  data 
indicate  considerable  variation  between  neighborhoods.     However,  some 
general  observations  can  be  made.     The  study  area  contains  the  lowest 
income  areas  in  the  City  of  Boston  and  overall  has  a  median  income  12 
per  cent  lower  than  the  City  as  a  whole.     Its  proportion  of  black  residents 
is  43  per  cent  compared  to  1  6  per  cent  for  the  City  and  in  fact,  contains 
about  90  per  cent  of  Boston's  black  population.     The  percentage  of  Span- 
ish speaking  residents  is  only  slightly  higher  than  the  average  for  Boston, 
but  some  sections  in  the  South  End,   Roxbury  and  Uphams  Corner  have  very 
heavy  concentrations  of  Spanish-speaking  individuals.     The  overall  per- 
centage of  owner-occupied  dwelling  units  is  about  the  same  as  the  entire 


TABLE    2.1 

SOCIO-ECONOMrC    CHARACTERISTICS    OF    STUDY    AREA    (1970) 


Median 

Percent 

Percent 

Population 

Family 

Percent 

Spanish 

Owner 

Change 

Planning  District 

Income 

Black 

Speaking 

Occupied 

1960-1970 

South  End 

$6,100 

,   39 

7 

11 

-34% 

Roxbury 

$6,300 

82 

6 

17 

-28% 

Uphams  Corner 

$7,600 

30 

7 

24 

+  15% 

Franklin  Field 

$6,000 

74 

4 

19 

+2% 

Field's  Corner 

$9,200 

11 

2 

34 

+2% 

Mattapan 

$9,500 

25 

2 

35 

+9% 

STUDY  AREA 

$8,000 

43 

4 

24 

-12% 

CITY  OF  BOSTON 

$9,100 

16 

3 

25 

-8% 

Source:     1970  U.S.  Census  of  Population  and  BRA  District  Profiles 


2.1 


City,  but  there  is  considerable  fluctuation  between  neighborhoods.  Pop- 
ulation declined  considerably  in  the  South  End  and  Roxbury  neighborhoods 
between  1960  and  1970  while  increasing  in  Mattapan  and  Uphams  Corner. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  area  is  changing  rapidly  and  that 
much  of  the  1970  data  is  out-of-date.     For  example,  the  South  End  has 
seen  considerable  housing  construction  and  rehabilitation  since  1970  and 
has  thus  experienced  increases  in  both  population  and  percentage  of  own- 
er-occupied dwellings.     Another  change  is  a  probable  overall  increase  in 
the  number  of  black  residents,  particularly  in  the  Franklin  Field  and  Matta- 
pan areas . 

A  discussion  of  the  planning  districts  and  their  sub-areas  is  given 
in  the  sections  which  follow.     Further  detailed  information  concerning 
the  characteristics  of  districts  and  neighborhoods  in  the  study  area  can 
be  obtained  from  the  district  profiles  of  the  Neighborhood  Improvement 
Program  prepared  and  updated  periodically  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority . 


STUDY    AREA    PLANNING    DISTRICTS 

South  End 

The  South  End  is  the  planning  district  in  the  study  area  closest  to 
downtown  and  has  been  undergoing  an  extensive  program  of  urban  renewal 
and  rehabilitation  over  the  past  decade.     Five  new  parks,  4,900  new  or 
rehabilitated  housing  units  for  all  income  ranges,  new  commercial  and  in- 
dustrial developments,  new  institutional  uses,  a  new  community  school 
and  extensive  street  and  utility  work  have  been  completed.     More  than 
$90  million  in  local,  state  and  federal  aid  has  been  spent  on  renewal 
activities.     This  has  helped  to  stimulate  considerable  private  invest- 
ment, primarily  for  rehabilitating  the  area's  residential  townhouses. 
The  South  End  Project  Area  Committee  (SEPAC)     comprised  cf  local  resi- 
dents, has  been  delegated  considerable  power  in  determining  future  de- 
velopment in  the  urban  renewal  area.     The  neighborhood's  Hispanic  com- 
munity has  developed  a  major  parcel,  "Villa  Victoria",  between  Tremont 
Street  and  Shawmut  Avenue. 

The  area  is  a  conti-ast  between  the  new  and  rehabilitated  residences 
to  the  west  of  V\Aashington  Street  and  the  older  residential  and  industrial 
uses  to  the  east.     The  South  End  contains  three  commercial  concentra- 
tions:   Tremont  Street  (between  Harald  and  W.Newton  ),  Tremont  Street 
and  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  Washington  Street  at  Massachusetts 
Avenue.     Many  stores  in  the  latter  two  areas  are  vacant  and  boarded 
up.     The  area  of  the  South  End  east  of  Harrison  Avenue  is  largely  de- 
voted to  industrial  uses  and  is  also  the  site  of  Boston  City  Hospital 
and  the  Boston  University  Medical  Center. 
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Roxbury  Planning  District 

Roxbury  is  the  center  of  Boston's  black  community,  and  also  con- 
tains a  large  proportion  of  the  area's  Hispanic  population.     Sub-areas  in 
the  Roxbury  Planning  District  include  Lower  Roxbury,  Highland  Park,  Sav- 
Mor  and  Washington  Park.     Lower  Roxbury  includes  the  study  area's  largest 
business  district  at  Dudley  Station  and  the  new  Madison  Park  High  School. 
The  Lower  Roxbury  Community  Corporation  (LRCC)  has  been  constructing 
a  considerable  number  of  housing  units  in  the  area  near  Madison  Park 
High  School  and  Dudley  Station. 

Highland  Park  contains  two  historical  squares  with  good  potential 
for  rehabilitation,  Eliot  Square  and  Kitteridge  Square.     The  topography  of 
the  area  offers  some  good  views  of  downtown  Boston.     The  Roxbury  Action 
Program  (RAP)  has  planned  redevelopment  projects  near  Eliot  Square.     The 
Sav-Mor  area  is  a  long  triangular  area  bounded  by  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  Warren 
Street  and  Dudley  Street.     Commercial  frontage  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  is  now 
mostly  vacant  and  deteriorated.     The  Washington  Park  area  is  immediately 
west  of  Sav-Mor  and  underwent  a  program  of  urban  renewal  during  the  six- 
ties and  early  seventies.     The  area  contains  over  500  acres  and  about  50 
per  cent  of  Roxbury's  residents.     The  renewal  program  produced  substan- 
tial new  housing,  improvements  to  neighborhood  facilities  and  rehabili- 
tation of  housing. 

Uphams  Corner  (Dorchester)  Planning  District 

Of  the  five  sub-areas  in  the  Uphams  Corner  district,  only  Columbia 
Point  and  a  small  portion  of  Columbia-Savin  Hill  are  outside  of  the  study 
area.     The  other  sub-areas  include  Uphams  Corner- Jones  Hill,  Dudley 
and  Brunswick  King. 

The  Columbia-Savin  Hill  neighborhood  is  the  largest  and  most  stable 
in  the  District.     Almost  75%  of  the  homes  are  owner-occupied  two  and  three 
family  dwellings.     Overall  housing  conditions  are  good  with  only  14.4%  of 
the  above  buildings  found  in  1973  to  be  in  need  of  repairs  in  excess  of 
$1,000. 

The  Uphams  Corner-Jones  Hill  sub-area  has  the  Uphams  Corner 
business  district  as  its  focal  point.     The  majority  of  dwelling  units  in 
the  neighborhood  are  in  one,  two  and  three  family  structures,  and  hous- 
ing is  reasonably  stable.     The  Brunswick-King  sub-area  is  located  to  the 
southwest  of  Uphams  Corner  between  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  the  Midland 
Branch  Railroad.     This  area  is  the  least  stable  in  the  district  and  the  sec- 
ond poorest  in  terms  of  median  income.     It  and  the  Dudley  sub-area  to  the 
north  have  experienced  dramatic  changes  during  the  past  three  decades. 
Housing  has  declined  in  the   Dudley  neighborhood  because  of  a  number  of 
factors  including  ownership  patterns,  structure  type,  proportion  of  own- 
ers and  renters  ,  and  lending  patterns  .     The  Dudley  neighborhood  was  part 
of  the  Model  Cities  program  during  1969  -  1974. 
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Franklin  Field  Planning  District 

The  Franklin  Field  Planning  District  is  located  north  of  Mattapan 
between  Franklin  Park  and  the  Midland  Branch  Railroad.     Sub-areas  within 
the  district  include  Woodrow -Morton,  Franklin  Field  South,  Franklin  Hill- 
Harvard,  and  Columbia-Blue  Hill.     Woodrow-Morton  has  a  high  rate  of 
owner  occupancy  and  most  buildings  are  in  good  condition,  although  the 
problem  of  abandonment  has  increased  in  recent  years. 

The  Franklin  Field  South  and  Franklin  Hill-Harvard  neighborhoods 
suffer  from  a  higher  rate  of  housing  abandonment  and  have  a  lower  median 
income  than  Boston  as  a  whole.     Homes  are  mostly  two  and  three  family 
structures.     There  are  nearly  1  ,000  apartments  in  the  Boston  Hous;ng 
Authority  Project  .■'   Frankiin  Field.     There  are  several  unfinished  "infill" 
housing  structures  left  over  from  that  aborted  program. 

The  Columbia-Blue  Hill  area  has  experienced  demographic  changes 
similar  to  other  neighborhoods  in  the  planning  district  as  younger  families 
with  children  have  replaced  the  older  population.     Housing  is  largely  one, 
two  and  three  family  dwellings,  mostly  owner-occupied,  although  there 
are  some  apartment  buildings  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  Columbia  Road  and 
Washington  Street. 

Fields  Corner  (Dorchester)  Planning  District 

Approximately  one-half  of  the  Fields  Corner  (Dorchester)  Planning 
District  is  located  within  the  study  area.     This  district  has  a  wide  vari- 
ety of  characteristics,  but  tends  to  have  more  children,  a  more  stable  pop- 
ulation, higher  average  incomes  and  fewer  poverty  level  families  than  the 
City  as  a  whole.     The  area  contains  predominantly  single  to  three  family 
housing  and  a  high  percentage  of  home  ownership.     The  Ashmont  Branch  of 
the  MBTA's  Red  Line  traverses  the  area  with  areas  west  of  the  Red  Line  be- 
ing located  within  the  delineated  study  area.     The  northeast  portion  of  this 
planning  district  (all  within  the  study  area)  was  included  in  the  Boston  Banks 
Urban  Renewal  Group  Mortgage  program  which  operated  until  1972.     This  pro- 
gram, funded  by  FHA  with  the  cooperation  of  financial  institutions  and  the 
City,  was  intended  to  improve  the  quality  of  housing  stock  through  rehabil- 
itation and  owner  occupancy;   unfortunately,  it  had  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  area.     Excessively  low  down  payments  for  homes,   lack  of  information 
about  needed  repairs,  and  other  problems  (including  the  national  recession) 
caused  a  high  rate  of  foreclosures  ,  abandonment  and  subsequent  demolition. 
There  is,  however,  substantial  strength  throughout  most  of  the  Fields  Corner 
District. 

Mattapan  Planning  District 

Mattapan  is  located  at  the  southernmost  part  of  the  study  area  and 
is  centered  upon  the  major  commercial  center  at  Mattapan  Square.     It  is 
bordered  by  institutional  uses  (a  hospital  and  cemeteries)  on  the  west, the 
town  of  Milton  on  the  south  and  Dorchester  to  the  north  and  east.     It  is  bi- 
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seated  by  Blue  Hill  Avenue.     The  northern  sub-area  in  Mattapan  is  known 
as  the  Wellington  Hill  due  to  its  topography.     This  area  has  experienced 
substantial  abandonment  due  to  mortgage  foreclosures  (primarily  by  HUD) 
and  is  now  a  designated  Urban  Homesteading  area. 

Western  Mattapan  is  a  newer  Boston  neighborhood,  being  largely 
less  than  40  years  old.     Eastern  Mattapan  on  the  opposite  side  of  Blue 
Hill  Avenue  is  a  stable  area  in  good  condition  and  contains  a  variety  of 
ethnic  groups.     Both  Eastern  and  Western  Mattapan  have  experienced 
some  abandonment  due  to  HUD  foreclosures. 

Jamaica  Plain  Planning  District 

The  Egleston  Square/Stoneybrook  sub-area  of  the  Jamaica  Plain 
Planning  District  is  within  the  study  area.  This  is  a  residential  area 
but  also  includes  the  major  portion  of  Jamaica  Plain's  industrial  area. 
Housing  is  primarily  in  two  and  three  family  dwellings  with  a  scattering 
of  single  family  dwellings  and  apartments.  Rehabilitation  efforts  are 
underway,  but  the  Washington  Street  El  and  portions  of  the  industrial 
district  are  a  blighting  influence  on  some  residential  neighborhoods. 

STUDY    AREA    LAND    USE 

The  existing  land  uses  within  the  study  area  are  shown  generally 
in  Figure  2.2  and  described  below. 

Residential 


The  study  area  is  predominantly  residential,  mostly  in  the  form  of        * 
two  and  three  story  detached,  semi-detached  and  attached  structures. 
Portions  of  Dorchester  and  Mattapan  have  large  numbers  of  single  family 
homes . 

In  general  the  density  of  housing  is  higher  in  the  northern  portion 
of  the  study  area  with  row  housing  and  semi-detached  units  predominating, 
and  lower  in  the  southern  portion  (South  Dorchester  and  Mattapan)  with 
detached  housing  predominating.     Roxbury,  with  large  areas  of  vacant 
land,  has  the  lowest  overall  population  density. 

As  shown  in  Table  2.2,  the  approximate  average  population  density 
for  the  study  area  is  3  6  persons  per  acre.  This  is  gross  residential  den- 
sity which  includes  all  land  areas  except  for  major  industrial  and  recrea- 
tional areas.  As  a  comparison  with  some  other  primarily  residential  neigh- 
borhoods in  Boston:  there  are  61  pefsons  per  acre  in  Charlestown  and  34 
persons  per  acre  in  Brighton.  A  map  showing  population  density  through- 
out the  study  area  is  given  in  Figure  2.3. 
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TABLE    2.2 

1975    POPULATION    DENSITY 


Persons 

Planning  District 

Per  Acre 

South  End 

59 

Roxbury 

29 

Uphams  Corner  (Dorchester) 

39 

Franklin  Field 

48 

Field's  Corner  (Dorchester) 

36 

Mattapan 

32 

Jamaica  Plain 

27 

STUDY  AREA 

36 

CITY  OF  BOSTON 

27 

Source:     1975  State  Census 

Commercial 

Retail  outlets  are  scattered  throughout  the  study  area  along  the  major 
thoroughfares  and  especially  at  their  intersections.     The  intersections  of 
the  major  streets  form  the  major  nodes  of  commercial  activity,  including 
Dudley  Station,  Uphams  Corner,  Codman  Square,  Grove  Hall,  Mattapan 
Square  and  Fields  Corner.     The  amount  of  commercial  floor  space  at  the 
major  centers  is  shown  in  Table  2.3.      Rapid  transit  and  buses  serve 
Dudley  Station  and  Fields  Corner,  particularly  Dudley,  which  is  the 
largest  shopping  center  in  the  study  area.     Mattapan  Square  is  served 
by  a  light  rail  vehicle  connecting  to  the  Ashmont  rapid  transit  station. 
A  lesser  degree  of  transit  service  is  provided  to  the  other  commercial 
areas.     Blue  Hill  Avenue  has  a  long  line  of  commercial  frontage  built 
up  when  trolley  service  existed  but  which  is  now  largely  deteriorated 
and  vacant. 


TABLE    2.3 

I— 

MAJOR    COMMERCIAL 

CENTERS 

1 

g 

Number 

of 

Commercial  Floor  Area 

Commercial  Center 

Occupied 

Stores 

Square  Feet 

Per  Cent  Vacant 

Dudley  Station 

100 

611,000 

2% 

ii 

Uphams  Corner 

94 

421,000 

14% 

Field's  Corner 

120 

200,000 

* 

Grove  Hall 

78 

320,000 

5% 

1 

Egleston  Square 

29 

120,000 

7% 

Codman  Square 

98 

325,000 

* 

Mattapan  Square 

96 

400,000 

1% 

II 

Morton/Blue  Hill 

* 

175,000 

38% 

*     Data  not  available 

1 

Source:    Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Survey  in  1977 
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Industrial 

Manufacturing  activity  is  concentrated  in  the  northeast  portion  of 
the  study  area  in  the  vicinity  of  Massachusetts  Avenue,  the  Midland 
Branch  Railroad  and  the  Southeast  Expressway.     Smaller  industrial  areas 
are  located  further  south,  alongside  the  Southeast  Expressway  near  Savin 
Hill  and  in  loft  space  near  Dudley  Station.     There  is  a  scarcity  of  major 
industrial  areas  in  the  area  and  consequently  a  need  for  transportation 
access  to  employment  centers  outside  the  area.     However,  this  prob- 
lem will  be  alleviated  somewhat  through  construction  of  the  Crosstown 
Industrial  Park  (see  last  section  of  Chapter  2)  and  other  industrial  uses 
developed  in  the  Southwest  Corridor. 

Institutional 


Institutional  uses  are  scattered  throughout  the  study  area  mostly 
as  schools  and  fire,  police,  governmental  and  health  care  buildings.    A 
major  concentration  of  institutional  activities  is  located  at  Dudley  Sta- 
tion where  a  Civic  Center  includes  the  District  2  Police  Headquarters, 
a  municipal  courthouse,  a  library  and  the  Boy's  Club.     Three  major  hos- 
pital complexes  are  in  the  area:   Tufts  New  England  Medical  Center  in 
South  Cove,  the  Boston  University  and  Boston  City  Hospitals  to  the 
north  near  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  exit  of  the  Southeast  Expressway, 
and  the  Boston  State  Hospital-Shattuck  Hospital  complex  in  the  south- 
ern portion  near  Franklin  Park.     Smaller  hospitals  include  the  Mattapan 
Chronic  Disease  Hospital  and  St.  Elizabeth's  Hospital  in  Uphams  Corner. 

Open  Space 

Local  playground  and  parks  are  scattered  throughout  the  study  area 
while  Franklin  Park  and  its  nearby  cemeteries  provide  major  open  space 
in  the  study  area.     Franklin  Park  is  a  major  urban  park  that  has  great  po- 
tential as  an  asset  to  the  City  of  Boston  as  well  as  to  its  immediate  en- 
vironment.    Besides  passive  recreation  areas,  it  contains  the  City's  zoo, 
a  golf  course  and  a  number  of  ballfields.     Major  rehabilitation  measures 
are  planned  for  the  zoo  which  would  increase  its  attractiveness  and  gen- 
erate a  need  for  improved  public  and  private  transportation  access.     Cur- 
rently the  zoo  is  served  by  two  bus  routes  and  has  limited  parking  for  auto- 
mobiles. 

Vacant  Land 

The  land  cleared  for  the  proposed  Inner  Belt  and  Southwest  Express- 
way in  the  South  End,  Roxbury  and  Jamaica  Plain  areas,  while  presently 
open,  is  slated  for  future  development.     There  are  also  numerous  vacant 
lots  scattered  throughout  the  study  area,  resulting  from  housing  abandon- 
ment and  demolition. 
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Transportation 

Major  thoroughfares  and  mass  transportation  facilities  serving  the 
study  area  are  described  in  detail  in  Chapter  3.     Major  land  areas  now 
devoted  to  transportation  other  than  streets  include  the  Midland  Branch 
Railroad  and  Red  Line  Ashmont  Branch  right-of-way. 

The  only  railroad  within  the  study  area  is  the  Penn  Central  Midland 
Branch  which  is  presently  utilized  only  for  freight  traffic  on  a  very  limited 
basis  but  will  be  used  on  an  interim  basis  for  commuter  and  intercity  rail 
service  during  construction  of  the  relocated  Orange  Line. 


ZONtNG 

The  existing  land  uses  in  the  study  area  generally  reflect  current 
zoning  (see  Figure  2.4).  There  appears  to  be  an  overzoning  of  arterial 
street  frontages  for  business  use,  which  is  probably  a  carryover  from  the 
streetcar  era.  The  BRA  district  planners  have  expressed  the  objective  of 
encouraging  stronger  development  at  commercial  nodes  and  reducing  strip 
commercial  zoning.  The  role  of  zoning  in  implementing  desired  develop- 
ment patterns  will  be  an  important  element  of  Phase  II  analysis. 


URBAN    RENEWAL   AREAS 


There  are  five  urban  renewal  areas  within  the  study  area;  a  sixth  is 
located  on  its   northernmost  corner  (see  Figure  2.5).    These  include  the 
South  End,  Campus  High,  Kittredge  Square  (of  historic  interest),  Washington 
Park  and  Brunswick-King.    Urban  renewal  efforts  in  the  study  area  are 
credited  with  various  degrees  of  success  toward  neighborhood  improvement, 
and  while  the  cessation  of  federal  categorical  grants  has  ended  the  target 
efforts  in  these  areas,  their  plans  have  been  assimilated  at  a  reduced  level 
into  the  Neighborhood  Improvement  Program  and  the  Housing  Improvement 
Program  which  are  funded  by  the  annual  block  grant  program.    The  Model 
Cities  program  operated  within  a  large  portion  of  the  study  area  during  the 
19  69-74  period.    It  was  largely  oriented  toward  social  programs  for  low  in- 
come families  and  had  relatively  little  impact  on  the  overall  physical  en- 
vironment. 


HISTORIC    AREAS 

Much  of  the  South  End  is  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
as  is  Eliot  Square,  Franklin  Park  and  Eliot  Burying  Ground  in  Lower  Rox- 
bury.  The  Washington  Street  .Elevated  and  stations,  the  Forest  Hills  Ceme- 
tery, the  Roxbury  Highlands  area,  the  Winthrop -Wave rly -Warren  area  south 
of  Dudley  Square,  the  Dudley-Hampton  Streets  area  in  Lower  Roxbury,  the 
Amory  Street  Worker's  House  in  Jamaica  Plain,  and  five  separate  areas  along 
Dorchester  Avenue  have  potential  for  meeting  historic  places  standards  (see 
Figure  2 . 6) „ 
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LAND   AND    URBAN    FORM 

Urbanization  has  made  the  land  form  difficult  to  distinguish  (Fig- 
ure 2.7).     Beneath  the  urban  form  there  is  the  distinct  land  form  character- 
istic of  a  series  of  drumlins  (oval  hills)  that  start  to  appear  on  a  gently 

rising  plain  in  the  middle  of  the  study  area  in  Roxbury,  and  continue 
to  appear  toward  the  south  in  Dorchester  and  Mattapan.     However, 
except  for  the  preservation  of  the  natural  character  in  Franklin  Park  and 
the  nearby  cemeteries,  the  urban  form  of  a  fairly  consistent  2  and  3  story, 
1,  2  and  3  family  residential  module,  spreads  out  without  any  particular 
regard  for  the  lay  of  the  land  beneath.     Streets  are  sometimes  laid  out  to 
reflect  contour  lines  but  just  as  often  they  run  on  a  steeply  perpendicular 
line.     The  occurrence  of  the  strong  topographic  forms  within  the  urban  form 
lends  interest  to  many  of  the  neighborhoods. 

The  extensive  natural  form  of  Franklin  Park  and  the  nearby  cemeteries 
isolates  the  study  area  from  communities  to  the  west  and  serves  as  a  re- 
minder of  what  the  virgin  land  form  must  have  been  like.     The  only  water 
bodies  within  the  study  area  (excluding  the  Neponset  River)  are  some  small 
ponds  in  Franklin  Park  and  the  cemeteries. 

The  residential  field  changes  somewhat  in  the  South  End  as  street 
walls  (brownstones  and  townhouses  without  side  yards)  become  stronger 
and  urban  development  gains  intensity  as  it  meets  downtown  Boston. 

Running  down  the  middle  of  the  study  area  (between  drumlins)  and 
respecting  the  land  form  because  of  engineering  requirements,  is  the  Mid- 
land Branch  Railroad.     The  railroad's  very  strong  linear  form  parallels 
Blue  HillAvenue  as  an  urban  edge  slicing  through  the  common  residential 
field. 


GENERAL  PROBLEMS  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OBJECTIVES 

Two  general  problems  in  varying  degrees  are  common  to  the  neigh- 
borhoods of  the  study  area  -  housing  deterioration  and  commercial  decline. 
Specific  issues  and  programs  to  solve  these  problems  are  described  in  the 
district  profiles  of  the  Neighborhood  Improvement  Program  and  are  summarized 
by  area  below: 

South  End 


Preservation  of  the  existing  housing  stock 

Protection  against  displacement  of  lower  income  households  ij 

Improvements  to  public  transportation  and  reduction  in  automobile 
traffic  and  pollution 

Commercial  revitalization  compatible  with  residential  use 

Retention  and  attraction  of  compatible  light  industry 
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Roxbury 

Increase  in  owner  occupancy 

Stabilization  of  existing  subsidized  housing  projects  now  in 
danger  of  foreclosure 

Upgrading  of  the  Dudley  Station  and  Grove  Hall  commercial  areas 

Increase  in  employment  opportunities 

Improvement  to  crosstown  traffic  movement 

Removal  of  the  El  and  creation  of  economic  opportunities  along 
Southwest  Corridor  land 

Program  for  use  of  vacant  land 

Neighborhood  maintenance 

Revitalization  of  John  Eliot  Square 

Uphams  Corner 

Reduction  in  housing  abandonment  and  preservation  of  housing 
stock 

Program  for  use  of  vacant  land 

Maintenance  of  parks  and  playgrounds 

Reduction  in  absentee  landlords 

Public  works  improvements  and  environmental  buffers 

Improvements  to  Uphams  Corner  business  district 

Reduction  in  conflicts  between  industrial  and  residential  use 
along  the  Midland  Branch  Railroad 

More  elderly  housing  in  Uphams  Corner  -  Jones  Hill  neighborhood 

Consolidation  of  some  business  areas 

Franklin  Field 


Reversal  of  housing  abandonment  and  decline 
Consolidation  of  some  business  areas 

Fields  Corner 

Strategy  for  protection  of  housing  stock 

Improvement  to  viable  commercial  centers  including  Codman 
Square,  Bowdoin  Street  and  Fields  Corner 
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Mattapan 

Stabilization  of  housing 

Strategy  for  declining  Walk  Hill-Blue  Hill  Avenue  node 

Program  for  use  of  vacant  land 

Maintenance  of  parks  and  playgrounds 

Jamaica  Plain  (Egleston  Square/Stoneybrook) 
Removal  of  El 

Availability  of  mortgage  financing 
Housing  stabilization  and  rehabilitation  incentives 
Viability  of  industrial  uses  and  relation  to  residential  areas 

Some  neighborhoods  and  sub-areas,  especialLy  on  the  south  and  east- 
tern  fringes  and  in  the  northerly  urban  renewal  districts,  have  been  more  suc- 
cessful at  resisting  or  arresting  the  decline  and  deterioration;   other  areas 
have  not,  due  to  age,   lack  of  maintenance  and  poor  economic  utilization 
of  land  and  structures.     Such  neighborhoods  are  feeling  the  pressures  of 
disinvestment  of  capital  leading  to  abandonment  of  both  housing  and  com- 
mercial facilities . 

Aside  from  the  general  susceptibility  to  urban  decay  caused  by  the 
reasons  cited  above,  there  are  other  specific  areas  of  concern.    Some  of 
these  problem  areas  are  along  the  rough  edges  between  the  major  indus- 
trial area  to  the  north  and  the  abutting  residential  areas,  the  vacant  "Inner 
Belt"  land  and  the  frontage  along  Blue  Hill  Avenue  where  trolley-generated 
commercial  space  is  now  badly  deteriorated.     Other  areas  need  upgrading 
of  public  facilities  and  environment  including  the  refurbishment  of  Franklin 
Park.     The  Franklin  Park  Zoo  is  now  undergoing  this  type  of  upgrading. 

SIGNIFICANT    PLANS 

In  addition  to  the  efforts  directed  at  combating  the  general  prob- 
lems mentioned  above  through  the  Neighborhood  Improvement  Program, 
there  are  several  planning  projects  being  formulated  that  are  of  interest. 

The  state  trar^sportation  agencies  are  participating  in  special  efforts 
to  utilize  the  idnd  previously  cleared  for  1-95  and  the  Inner  Belt  for  pro- 
ductive transportation  and  community  purposes .     In  addition  to  the  relo- 
cation of  the  Orange  Line  to  the  1-95  corridor,  sites  for  joint  development 
including  residential,   industrial,  commercial  and  institutional  use  are 
being  prepared  and  actively  developed. 
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A  new  crosstown  street  connecting  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  ramps 
of  the  Southeast  Expressway  to  an  arterial  along  the  Southwest  Corridor 
(with  a  reserved  transit  right-of-way)  will  utilize  a  portion  of  the  former 
Inner  Belt  right-of-way.     The  Crosstown  Industrial  Park  near  the  Wash- 
ington Street  -  Crosstown  Street  intersection  is  in  an  advanced  stage  of 
planning,  with  prospective  developers  already  in  view.     Digital  Equip- 
ment Corporation,  one  of  Massachusetts'  leading  employers,  is  planning 
a  new  125,000  square-foot  plant  in  two  phases  and  will  employ  about  400 
workers,  mostly  local. 

Ill  August  of  1977,  the  City  released  the  so-called  "Boston  Plan", 
which  described  proposed  development  projects  in  tour  of  the  City's 
neighborhoods.     The  plan  is  intended  to  coordinate  projects  in  these 
neighborhoods   and  facilitate  the  receiving  of  federal  funds.     One  of 
the  neighborhoods,  the  Sav-Mor  area  of  Roxbury,   lies  in  the  heart  of 
the  study  area,  while  two  others,  Columbia  Point  and  Hyde  Park,  are 
just  outside  the  study  area  and  are  directly  affected  by  transportation 
decisions  in  the  study  area. 

The  project  in  the  Boston  Plan  most  likely  to  affect  the  study  area 
is  proposed  rehabilitation  of  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Corridor  between  Grove 
Hall  and  Dudley  Street.     The  plan  includes  some  minor  projects  for  Dud- 
ley and  Grove  Hall  commercial  centers,  a  program  of  residential  preser- 
vation including  refurbishing  of  the  Orchard  Park  Housing  Project  near 
Dudley  Station  and  reconstruction  of  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  right-of-way. 

Columbia  Point,  while  technically  outside  the  study  area,  is  a 
potential  terminus  for  crosstown  transit  service  which  was  investigated 
as  part  of  the  R/TIS .     Despite  grave  problems  with  its  1,500  unit  pub- 
lic housing  project  (only  30%  of  its  units  are  currently  occupied) ,  the 
area  is  or  will  be  the  location  of  two  major  institutions,  the  8,000  stu- 
dent UMass  campus  and  the  John  F.  Kennedy  Library  (expected  to  attract 
600,000  to  800,000  annual  visitors).     The  Boston  Plan  calls  for  1,500 
new  mixed-income  housing  units,  refurbishing  of  an  almost  abandoned 
shopping  center  (Bayside  Mall)  and  development  of  a  waterfront  recrea- 
tion area . 
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CHAPTER  3     EXISTING  TRANSPORTATION 


SNTRODUCTION 

The  study  area  is  served  by  a  variety  of  public  transportation 
services,   including  more  than  thirty  MBTA  bus  routes,  the  Orange  Line 
to  Forest  Hills,  the  Red  Line  branch  to  Ashmont,  and  the  Mattapan  High 
Speed  Trolley  Line  from  Ashmont  to  Mattapan.    The  characteristics  of  the 
existing  transportation  services  in  the  study  area  are  described  in  the 
following  sections  and  include  the  street  system,   rapid  transit  and  light 
rail  lines,  commuter  rail ,  buses  and  taxicabs . 

STREET   SYSTEM 

The  overall  street  network  in  the  study  area  is  quite  fragmented, 
reflecting  the  historical  growth  of  Boston  by  annexing  old  suburbs  such 
as  Roxbury  and  Dorchester.     One  Limited-access  expressway,  the  South- 
east Expressway  (1-93),  runs  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  study  area  and 
into  downtown  Boston.     This  expressway  is  of  limited  value  to  residents 
of  the  study  area  because  it  is  both  difficult  to  reach  on  local  streets  and 
is  heavily  congested  during  peak  periods.     The  only  interchange  of  real 
benefit  to  the  study  area  is  located  at  Massachusetts  Avenue.     The  pro- 
posed Crosstown  Street  will  be  tieing  into  this  interchange  and  therefore 
improve  expressway  access  for  areas  in  lower  Roxbury  and  Jamaica  Plain. 
A  "diamond  lane"  for  buses  and  automobiles  having  three  or  more  persons 
was  tried  on  an  experimental  basis  on  the  Southeast  Expressway  in  the 
autumn  of  1977,  but  has  recently  been  cancelled. 

A  look  at  the  configuration  of  major  streets  in  the  study  area  (Fig- 
ure 3.1)  indicates  that  most  major  streets  in  the  area  are  oriented  in  a 
north-south  (downtown)  direction.     Major  east-west  (crosstown)  arter- 
ials  are  limited  and  generally  run  for  short  distances  only.     This  limita- 
tion hampers  automobile  and  bus  movements  in  the  crosstown  direction. 
Daily  traffic  volumes  on  major  streets  in  the  study  area  are  also  shown 
in  Figure  3,1. 


RAPID    TRANSIT    &    LIGHT    RAIL 

Description 

The  study  area  is  sc -ved  on  its  borders  by  two  rapid  transit  lines 
(Orange  &  Red)  and  one  light  rail  line  (Mattapan  High   Speed  Trolley  Line) . 

The  Orange  Line 

The  southern  half  of  the  Orange  Line  Rapid  Transit  extends  4.7  miles 
from  Washington  Station  in  downtown  Boston  to  Forest  Hills  along  Wash- 
ington Street  (Figure  3.2).     The  line  has  recently  been  extended  to  the 
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north  as  far  as  Oak  Grove  Station  in  Maiden.     The  Orange  Line  is  elevated 
between  Essex  and  Forest  Hills  with  intermediate  stations  at  Dover,  North- 
ampton, Dudley,  Egleston  and  Green.     These  stations  are  spaced  at  an  av- 
erage of  2/3  mile  and  the  key  Dudley  and  Egleston  stations  in  Roxbury  are 
located  more  than  one  mile  apart. 

The  Orange  Line  between  Essex  Station  and  Forest  Hills  is  the  oldest 
high  platform  line  in  the  MBTA  system.     The  elevated  section  from  Dudley 
Station  to  a  point  near  Herald  Street  north  of  Dover  Station  opened  in  June 
1902.     Originally  the  line  extended  from  that  point  into  downtown  Boston 
via  the  Tremont  Street  subway  of  the  Green  D.ne.     The  present  Washington 
Street  tunnel  and  connecting  ramp  to  the  elevated  at  Herald  Street  were 
completed  in  1908,  and  Orange  Line  cars  were  then  diverted  to  this  route. 
The  final  section  from  Dudley  Station  to  Forest  Hills  station  was  placed 
in  operation  during  November,   1909. 

The  southern  end  of  the  Orange  Line,  from  Dover  Station  to  Forest 
Hills,  has  always  been  heavily  dependent  on  feeder  modes  for  collection 
and  distribution  of  its  riders.     When  the  line  first  opened,  feeder  service 
was  provided  by  streetcar  routes,  many  of  which  pre-dated  the  elevated. 
A  streetcar  line  even  ran  under  the  elevated  along  Washington  Street  to 
help  compensate  for  the  wide  station  spacings  overhead.     From  its  open- 
ing date  until  the  late  1920 's,  the  Orange  Line  served  most  of  Dorchester 
via  connecting  streetcar  service     but,  with  the  completion  of  the  Red 
Line  to  Ashmont  in  1928,  many  of  the  Dorchester  feeder  routes  were  re- 
oriented to  serve  the  Red  Line,   leaving  the  Orange  Line  with  a  reduced 
service  territory  to  the  east. 

The  Orange  Line  south  of  Essex  Station  will  be  relocated  to  the 
mainline  railroad  right-of-way,  with  service  expected  to  begin  in  1983. 
The  Washington  Street  elevated  will  remain  in  operation  until  that  time. 
New  stations  will  be  located  at  South  Cove,  Back  Bay  Station,  Massa- 
chusetts Avenue ,   Ruggles  Street,   Roxbury  Crossing,  Jackson  Square, 
Boylston  Street,  Green  Street  and  Forest  Hills.     Station  spacing  for  this 
section  of  the  line  wilTaverage  slightly  more  than  one-half  mile. 

The  Red  Line 
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The  Rapid  Transit  Red  Line  south  of  South  Station  provides  service 
on  two  branches:  Ashmont  and  Quincy.     The  Ashmont  Branch  includes 
seven  stations,  spaced  an  average  distance  of  three-quarters  of  a  mile, 
located  at  Broadway,  Andrew,  Columbia,  Savin  Hill,  Fields  Corner, 
Shawmut  and  Ashmont. 

Initial  construction  of  the  Red  Line  took  place  after  the  Orange 
Line;   consequently,  this  line  has  superior  engineering  standards.     The 
first  section  was  opened  from  Harvard  to  Park  Street  in  1912,     The  line 
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was  extended  in  several  stages,  finally  reaching  the  Ashmont  terminal  in 

1928.  From  east  of  Charles  Street  to  Andrew  the  line  is  in  subway.     From 
south  of  Andrew  to  Fields  Corner  the  line  is  at-grade  on  private  right-of- 
way,  and  from  south  of  Fields  Corner  to  Ashmont  it  is  in  a  decked-over 
cut.     The  Quincy  Branch  provides  non-stop  service  south  of  Andrew  Sta- 
tion to  the  three  Quincy  stations  and  hence  is  of  limited  value  to  residents 
of  the  study  area. 

Ashmont-Mattapan  High  Speed  Line 

As  an  extension  of  the  Red  Line  beyond  Ashmont,  the  Mattapan  High 
Speed  Trolley  Line  provides  grade -separated  light  rail  services  to  Lower 
Mills,  Mattapan  and  Milton  between  Ashmont  Station  and  Mattapan  Square. 
It  was  a  former  commuter  rail  line  that  was  converted  to  a  trolley  line  in 

1929.  The  line  has  eight  stations  spaced  at  an  average  of  1/3  mile.     Free 
transfer  is  permitted  at  Ashmont  Station,  allowing  riders  from  Mattapan  a 
single  fare  ride  into  downtown. 

Rail  Transit  Service 


Frequency  of  service  (headways)  for  both  Orange  Line  and  Ashmont 
Red  Line  and  Ashmont  -  Mattapan  High  Speed  Lines  are  shown  in  Table  3.1 


TABLE   3.1 

FREQUENCY    OF    SERVrCE 

Line 

ON    RAIL   TRANSIT    LINES 

Headway  (minutes) 
Peak        Day        Evening        Saturday 

Sunday 

Orange  Line 

Red  Line  (Harvard-Ashmont) 
Ashmont-Mattapan  High 
Speed  Line 

5 
6 
3 

8 

10 

8 

15 
10/15 

15 

8/9 
10/15 

8/15 

15 
15 

15/30 

Source:     MBTA  Fall  1977  Schedule 

Generally  the  MBTA  runs  four-car  rapid  transit  trains  at  peak  hours  and 
two-car  trains  at  other  times.     The  Mattapan  line  has  two-car  FCC  (trolley) 
trains  during  peak  hours  and  one-car  trains  at  other  times  . 

Headways  maintained  by  the  MBTA  for  its  rapid  transit  lines  are  in- 
fluenced considerably  by  the  number  of  vehicles  that  are  operational  for  daily 
service  requirements.     Difficulty  in  maintaining  an  adequate  fleet  of  vehicles 
for  daily  service  needs  has  led  to  frequent  over-crowding  during  peak  periods. 
However,  the  MBTA  plans  to  receive  120  new  Orange  Line  vehicles  to  replace 
all  existing  vehicles  during  calendar  year  1979,  and  to  initiate  major  renova- 
tion of  the  entire  Harvard-Ashmont  fleet  of  88  "Bluebirds"  during  calendar  year 
1977.     The  acquisition  and  renovation  of  these  vehicles  should  produce 
service  headways  that  will  reduce  over-crowded  conditions  during  peak 
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periods.     It  should  be  noted  that  the  presence  of  two  branches  on  the  Red 
Line  makes  it  difficult  to  reduce  Ashmont  or  Quincy  Branch  headways  much 
below  the  six  minutes  currently  scheduled. 

Scheduled  travel  times  to  downtown  on  both  Orange  and  Red  Lines 
are  shown  in  Table  3.2. 


TABLE    3.2 

SCHEDULED    RAPID   TRANSIT   TRAVEL   TIMES    FROM   DOWNTOWN 


Orange 

Line 

Red  Line  (Ashmc 

Dnt-Harvard) 

Cumulative 

Cumulative 

Run  Time 

Run  Time 

(Minutes  & 

(Minutes  & 

(From  Washii 

igton  to:) 

Seconds) 

(From  Park  Tc:) 

Seconds) 

Essex 

1-20 

Washington 

1-05 

Dover 

3-40 

South  Station 

2-15 

Northampton 

5-55 

Broadway 

4-15 

Dudley 

8-10 

Andrew 

6-10 

Egleston 

11-55 

Columbia 

8-10 

Green 

13-40 

Savin  Hill 

10-25 

Forest  Hills 

15-40 

Fields  Corner 

Shawmut 

Ashmont 

12-05 
13-30 
14-40 

Trips  from  Forest  Hills  Station  to  Downtown  (Washington  Street)  presently 
take  nearly  16  minutes,  achieving  an  average  speed  of  slightly  more  than  18 
m.p.h.     As  a  comparison,  trips  from  Ashmont  Station  to  Park  Street  Station 
take  nearly  15  minutes  with  an  average  speed  of  almost  24  m.p.h.     The  low- 
er overall  speeds  on  the  Orange  Line  are  primarily  due  to  speed  restrictions 
imposed  by  the  MBTA  due  to  the  conditions  and  generally  poor  horizontal  align- 
ment of  the  elevated  structure,  particularly  near  Dudley  Station. 

Rapid  Transit  Ridership 

Annual  rapid  transit  boardings  for  each  of  the  twelve  most  recent 
years  are  shown  in  Table  3.3.     The  rapid  transit  ridership  data  were  ob- 
tained from  MBTA  monthly  rapid  transit  revenue  reports  which  tabulate  rev- 
enue by  line  and  station  on  a  daily  and  monthly  basis.     The  values  obtained 
were  adjusted  to  account  for  the  use  of  prepaid  passes. 

The  Orange  Line  experienced  a  patronage  decline  of  33  per  cent  during 
the  period  1965  -  1976  compared  to  declines  of  13.5  per  cent  for  the  Red 
Line    (including  the  Quincy  Branch)  and  13  per  cent  for  all  MBTA  transit  lines. 
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TABLE    3.3 

RAPID    TRANSIT   RIDERSHIP    (1965    -    1976) 

Annual  Riders  (Millions) 


Orange  Line 

Red  Line 

All  MBTA 

Year 

111 

Drest 

Hills  to  Everett) 

(Harvard  to 

Ashmont) 

Rapid  Transit 

1965 

39.4 

28.0 

103.0 

1966 

39.2 

28.5 

104.8 

1967 

39,.7 

29.4 

106.2 

1968 

39.6 

29.0 

105.2 

1969 

38.8 

28.4 

104.2 

1970 

37.5 

28.3 

103.0 

1971 

35.4 

26.9 

98.5 

1972 

34.2 

25.8 

96.1 

1973 

32.5 

24.7 

99.8 

1974 

30.3 

25.7 

98.3 

1975 

26.2 

24.5 

91  .5 

1976 

26.2  * 

24,2 

89.7 

*  Includes  new  service  to  Maiden  Station 
Source:    CTPS  Market  Analysis  Memorandum 

The  decrease  was  particularly  marked  for  stations  in  the  study  area  as 
shown  in  Table  3.4.    Daily  boardings  at  Orange  Line  stations  in  the 
study  area  decreased  by  33  per  cent  between  1965  and  1975  while 
Ashmont  Branch  riders  decreased  by  38  per  cent  in  the  same  period. 
Both  lines  were  affected  by  population  and  economic  decline  in  the  study 
area  and  fear  of  increased  crime.    The  decline  in  ridership  on  the 
Ashmont  Branch  was  accelerated  in  1972  because  of  competition  from  the 
Quincy  Branch. 

TABLE    3,4 

RAPID    TRANSIT    STATION    BOARDINGS       1965    -    1975 

Two  Way  24-Hour  Passenger  Boardings 
ORANGE 


LINE 

Forest 

Egle- 

North- 

Year 

SOUTH* 

Hills 

Green 

ston 

Dudley 

ampton 

Dover 

1965 

47.700 

17,000 

2,-^00 

5,800 

13,200 

4,400 

4,300 

1966 

47,100 

17,800 

2,100 

5,800 

12,900 

4,200 

4,300 

1967 

46,200 

17,300 

2,200 

5,400 

12,500 

4,200 

4,600 

196C 

41,400 

16,100 

1,900 

4,900 

10,600 

3,700 

4,200 

1969 

43,300 

16,000 

2,100 

5,700 

11,200 

4,100 

4,200 

1970 

39,200 

15,000 

1,800 

5,100 

10,300 

3,700 

3,300 

1971 

39,700 

15,500 

1,900 

5,400 

9,500 

4,000 

3,400 

1972 

37,500 

14,100 

1,800 

5,000 

9,000 

3,900 

3,700 

1973 

35.800 

13,300 

1,700 

4,800 

8,500 

3,900 

3,600 

1974 

30,500 

10,600 

1,500 

4,000 

7,600 

3,700 

3,100 

1975 

29,600 

10,200 

1,700 

3,900 

7,200 

3,600 

3,000 

*  Forest  Hills  to  Essex 
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TABLE    3.4    CONT. 


Two  Way  24-Hour  Passenger  Boardings 


RED  LINE 

ASHMONT 

Fields 

Savin 

Year 

BRANCH* 

Ashmont 

Shawmut 

Corner 

Hill 

Columbia 

Andrew 

1965 

46,200 

18,900 

2,300 

10,000 

2,500 

6,900 

5,600 

1966 

46,800 

19,100 

2,400 

10,500 

2,400 

6,500 

5,900 

1967 

47,900 

19,500 

2,400 

10,800 

2,500 

6,400 

6,300 

1968 

45,000 

18,400 

2,200 

9,700 

2,700 

6,400 

5,600 

1969 

44,400 

19,200 

2,300 

9,000 

2,600 

5,000 

6,300 

1970 

43,700 

19,100 

2,200 

9,200 

2,400 

5,300 

5,500 

1971 

38,200 

16,200 

2,000 

7,000 

2,600 

4,600 

5,800 

1972 

35,500 

14,800 

2,100 

6,200 

2,300 

4,500 

5,600 

1973 

31,300 

12,900 

1,900 

5,500 

2,300 

3,600 

5,100 

1974 

31,200 

11,200 

1,700 

5,300 

2,200 

6,500 

4,300 

1975 

26,900 

9,800 

1,600 

4,800 

2,000 

4,600 

4,100 

*  Ashmont  to  Andrew 

Current  daily  ridership  on  the  Ashmont-Mattapan  High   Speed  Line 
is  approximately  11,500  (inbound  plus  outbound).    This  has  decreased  12  percent 
since  1964,  with  most  of  the  decline  coming  when  the  Red  Line  was  extended  to 
Qulncy . 


COMMUTER    RAIL 

Daily  commuter  rail  service  is  provided  from  the  suburbs  southwest 
of  Boston  to  Back  Bay  and  South  Stations.     The  service  is  provided  along 
four  routes  and  is  operated  by  the  Boston  and  Maine  Corporation  under  con- 
tract to  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority.      These  routes 
originate  in  Providence,  Stoughton,  Franklin  and  Needham .     The  Provi- 
dence, Stoughton  and  Franklin  services  join  .south  of  Readville  and  travel 
the  former  Penn  Central  mainline  railroad  to  Forest  Hills,  where  they  are 
joined  by  the  Needham  Branch.     Between  Forest  Hills  and  downtown  all 
services  are  on  the  mainline  tracks  and  embankment.     The  line  is  a  part 
of  the  Federal  Railway  Administration  Northeast  Corridor  Project  which  in- 
volves electrification  and  upgrading  of  intercity  rail  between  Washington 
and  Boston.     Long-distance  intercity  service  from  Boston  to  New  York  and 
Washington  is  operated  by  AMTRAK. 

Outside  of  South  and  Back  Bay  Stations,  the  only  commuter  rail  sta- 
tion currently  located  in  or  near  the  study  area  is  at  Forest  Hills  .     Only 
the  Needham  Branch  Line  provides  service  stops  at  Forest  Hills.     Twelve 
daily  inbound  stops  and  thirteen  daily  outbound  stops  are  scheduled  for 
Forest  Hills  with  most  scheduled  stops  occurring  only  on  demand  of 
passengers.     Boardings  at  Forest  Hills  are  minimal  because  of  the  ad- 
jacent rapid  transit  station  and  because  commuter  rail  fares  are  sig- 
nificantly higher  than  rapid  transit  fares   ($1.10  versus  $.25  for  rapid 
transit).     Characteristics  of  the  Needham,   Franklin,  Stoughton  and 
Providence  Lines  are  shown  in  Table  3.5. 
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TABLE    3.5 
COMMUTER 


RAIL    STATJSTrCS 


Average 

Average 

Weekday 

Schedule 

Weekday 

Boardings 

Route 

Station 

Speed 

Round  Trips 

Line 

(1970) 

Miles 

Spacing     (miles*) 

(mph) 

(May,  1977) 

Providence 

2,100 

44.0 

3.7 

39 

11 

"Main  Line" 

Stoughton  Branch 

700 

18.9 

3.8 

32 

5 

Franklin  Branch 

1,200 

27.6 

2.1 

29 

8 

Needham  Branch 

1,500 

13.6 

1.2 

20 

13 

*  Including  Back  Bay  and  South  Stations 

With  the  diversion  of  commuter  rail  services  from  the  Penn  Central  Main 
Line  to  the  Midland  Branch,  during  construction  of  the  Relocated  Orange  Line, 
the  MBTA  will  locate  three  new  stations  on  the  line  at  Fairmount,  Morton  Street 
and  Uphams  Corner.    Service  to  these  stations  will  be  approximately  every  half 
hour  during  rush  hours  and  hourly  during  midday.     One-way  fares  to  South  Station 
will  be  $.85  from  Uphams  Comer  and  $.95  from  Morton  Street.    Use  of  a  monthly 
commutation  ticket  would  reduce  these  fares  to  $.55  and  $.  63, respectively,  with 
free  transfer  to  all  rapid  transit  lines. 


BUS    SYSTEM 


Routes 

An  extensive  network  of  surface  bus  routes  (all  operated  by  the  MBTA) 
serves  the  study  area  as  shown  tn  Figure  3.3.     Approximately  thirty  routes 
provide  local  service  within  the  area  while  others  provide  service  between 
outlying  communities  and  rapid  transit  stations  located  within  the  study 
area . 

The  bus  network  within  the  study  area  is  oriented  primarily  to  feed 
rapid  transit  facilities.     Bus  -  rail  transfers  are  particularly  heavy  at  cer- 
tain rapid  transit  stations  such  as  Dudley,  Egleston  and  Forest  Hills  on 
the  Orange  Line  and  Mattapan,  Ashmont  and  Fields  Corner  on  the  Red 
Line.     Only  one  bus  route  (No.  43)  provides  direct  service  to  downtown 
Boston.     In  general,  bus  routes  do  not  penetrate  the  downtown  area  be- 
cause of  narrow  streets  which  produce  traffic  congestion  and  provide 
limited  space  for  loading  and  unloading  passengers. 

The  South  End  is  served  by  two  cross-town  routes  (Routes  9  -  City 
Point  to  Copley  and  Route  68  -  Copley  to  Boston  City  Hospital)  serving  the 
Back  Bay  area  at  Copley  Square  and  the  Prudential  Center,  and  two  down- 
town-oriented routes  (Route  43  -  Egleston  to  Stuart  and  Route  49  -  North- 
ampton to  Kneeland  Street).     However,  crosstown  service  is  hampered  by 
a  fragmented  street  network,  and  downtown  service  meets  severe  traffic 
congestion  north  of  Kneeland  (Stuart)  Street. 
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The  Roxbury  area  is  served  primarily  by  routes  feeding  into  Dudley 
Station  from  Mattapan  and  Dorchester  and  from  areas  outside  the  study 
area  from  the  northwest  and  west.     With  the  exception  of  Route  29 
(Egleston  -  Mattapan) ,  Route  43  (Egleston  -  Stuart)  and  Route  47  (Cen- 
tral Square  -  Boston  City  Hospital),  bus  services  within  Roxbury  termin- 
ate at  Dudley  Station.     Crosstown  bus  services  to  the  west,  such  as 
Route  66  to  Brookline  and  Allston  and  Routes  1  and  4  7  to  Cambridge  ter- 
minate at  Dudley  Station,  requiring  a  bus  transfer  for  all  bus  passengers 
from  south  or  east  of  Dudley  who  desire  access  to  the  west. 

Routes  serving  the  Mattapan,   Franklin  Field  and  Dorchester  areas 
function  primarily  as  feeder  services  to  rapid  transit  lines  and,  to  a  far 
lesser  extent,  as  cross-town  services  for  market  areas  within  the  study 
area.     Routes  serving  these  neighborhoods  provide  little  direct  service 
to  areas  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  study  area. 

Service  Characteristics 

Service  characteristics  for  all  routes  within  the  study  area  are 
given  in  Table  3.6.     As  can  be  seen  from  this  table,  MBTA  bus  service 
within  the  study  area  begins  as  early  as  4:45  A.M.  and  extends  as  late 
as  2:00  A.M.   (Route  1),  although  generally  bus  service  operates  from 


TABLE    3.6 

EXISTING    BUS    SERVICE    CHARACTERISTICS 


Route 


1  Harvard  -  Dudley 

8  Columbia  Pt.  -  Dudley 

9  City  Point  -  Copley  (Tremont  &  Broadway 

after  6:00  PM) 

10  City  Point  -  Dudley 

13  Savin  Hill  -  Northampton* 

15  Kane  Sq  .  -  Dudley 

15  Egleston  -  Andrew  (Franklin  Park  after  6:00  PM 

also  from  9:20  AM  -  1:20  PM) 

16A  Forest  Hills  -  U.  Mass.   (Peak  period  plus 

several  mid-day  trips) 

17  Fields  Corner  -  Andrew 

18  Ashmont  -  Andrew 

19  Fields  Corner  -  Dudley  ** 

21  Ashmont  -  Forest  Hills  ** 

22  Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Talbct) 

23  Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Washington) 

25  Ashmont  -  Galiivan  Boulevard 

26  Ashmont  -  Norfolk  St. 
2  7  Ashmont  -  Mattapan 

28  Arborway  -  Mattapan  ** 

29  Egleston  -  Mattapan 

30  Roslindale  Sq .  -  Mattapan 

41  Dudley  -  Centre  &  Elliot  Sts . 

42  Dudley  -  Egleston 

43  Egleston  -  Stuart  St. 

44  Dudley  -  Seaver  St. 

45  Dudley  -  Franklin  Park 

46  Dudley  -  Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

47  Central  Sq .  -  City  Hospital  * 

48  Dudley  -  Boston  State  Hospital  ** 

49  Northampton  -  Kneeland  St.  * 
66  Dudley  -  Allston 

68  Copley  -  E.  Concord  St.  ** 


Weekday 

Hours 

frequency 

Weekday 

Weekday 

t.f  Service 

Peak 
5 

Midday 
10 

Evening 
20 

Round  Trips 
128 

vehicle  Miles 

4:44  AM 

-  1:24  AM 

1,055 

15 

30 

45 

40 

296 

5:08  AM 

-   12:50  AM 

8 

15 

40 

82 

590 

4:44  AM 

-   1:00  AM 

10 

20 

40 

66 

506 

6:30  AM 

-  6:30  PM 

20 

40 

29 

152 

5:42  A.M 

-  12:58  AM 

8-9 

15 

30 

89 

337 

5:03  AM 

-   12:55  AM 

12 

20 

30 

52 

337 

6:36  AM 

-  6:05  PM 

25 

120 

- 

12 

153 

4:4  7  AM 

-  12:57  AM 

9 

15 

40 

75 

485 

5:18  AM 

-  6:55  PM 

30 

60 

- 

23 

212 

7-9  A.M, 

4:30-6  PM 

15 

- 

- 

17 

105 

4:38  AM 

-  5:30  PM 

12/2  5 

40 

- 

31 

273 

4:45  AM 

-  1:06  AM 

7/10 

13 

30 

93 

733 

4:50  AM 

-  12:57  AM 

5/8 

13 

30 

97 

718 

5:05  AM 

-  10:05  PM 

12 

20 

30 

51 

229 

4:55  AM 

-  10:05  PM 

7 

20 

30 

64 

240 

5:15  AM 

-  1:00  AM 

30 

30 

60 

31 

143 

5:10-9:10,2:23-6:25 

20/30 

- 

- 

18 

132 

5:02  AM 

-  1:05  AM 

9 

12 

30 

129 

1,013 

5:2  5  AM 

-  1:17  AM 

20 

30 

60 

40 

241 

5:10  AM 

-  12:30  AM 

10 

15 

30 

97 

790 

5:14  AM 

-   11:29  PM 

12 

22 

20 

68 

182 

5:00  AM 

-   12:55  AM 

10 

15 

30 

97 

790 

5:14  AM 

-  12:57  AM 

9 

12 

25 

95 

308 

5:01  AM 

-  12:57  AM 

9 

12 

32 

86 

440 

6:4  5  AM 

-  8:45  PM 

30 

30 

30 

28 

116 

5:00  AM 

-  11:30  PM 

12 

20 

30 

61 

657 

2  Round 

rrips 

60 

- 

- 

2 

22 

6:00  AM 

-  6:15  PM 

30 

30 

- 

24 

86 

4:4  5  AM 

-  12:57  AM 

7 

15 

30 

108 

879 

7:00  AM 

-  6:45  PM 

15 

30 

- 

32 

77 

Source:  MBTA  Spring,   liJ77  Operating  Schedule      *  Mr-,  ^..^w,     c 

J,  ^peiaLing  ocneauie  No  Sunday  Service  **  No  Saturday  or  Sunday  Service 
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5:00  A.M.  until  1:00  A.M.  Except  for  several  routes  which  provide  peak 
period  service  only  or  provide  limited  or  no  evening  service,  the  majority 
of  routes  within  the  area  provide  continuous  operation  throughout  the  day. 

Weekday  peak  period  frequencies  range  from  5  to  30  minutes,  with 
mid-day  frequencies  ranging  from  10  to  40  minutes.     During  the  evening 
period,  frequencies  range  from  20  to  60  minutes  with  the  majority  of  routes 
averaging  evening  frequencies  of  30  minutes.     Route  frequencies  for  week- 
end service,  Saturday  and  Sunday,  generally  correspond  with  the  weekday/ 
mid-day  frequencies.     New  schedules  are  printed  four  times  a  year,  which 
permits  considerable  flexibility  for  changing  routes,  but  also-  leads  to  con- 
fusion for  the  transit  user. 

Figure  3.4  shows  total  weekday  bus  trips  plotted  on  streets  through- 
out the  study.     It  shows  the, major  bus  corridors  in  the  area  feeding 
into  Dudley,  Egleston  and  Ashmont  Stations  and  indicates  the  general 
north-south  orientation  of  bus  routes  in  the  study  area. 

Operating  Statistics 

Table  3.7  summarizes  operating  statistics  for  bus  routes  within  the 
study  area  as  developed  by  the  MBTA  for  their  Spring,  1977  schedule. 
The  table  includes  factors  such  as  round  trip  route  miles,  operating  speed, 
operating  run  time,  recovery  run  time,  and  operating  to  recovery  run  time 
ratios . 

Average  operating  run  time  is  defined  by  the  MBTA  as  the  period 
within  which  two-thirds  of  scheduled  bus  runs  (for  a  particular  time  of 
day)  can  be  completed.    Average  recovery  time  includes  the  average  op- 
erating run  time  plus  an  additional  period  of  time  for  slower  runs  and  con- 


TABLE    3.7 

EXISTING    BUS    OPERATING    CHARACTERISTICS 


Average  Operating 

Average  Opera 

ting 

Average  Recovery  Time 

Round  Trip 

Speed  (m  .p 

.h.) 

Run  Time  (minutes) 

(incl. 

layover) 

{minutest 

%  Layover/Run  Time 

Route 

Miles 

Peak 
8 

Midday 
8 

Evenina. 

10 

Peak 
60 

Midday 
64 

Evening 
49 

Peak 

71 

Midday 
71 

Evening 
59 

Peak  . 
18 

Midday 
12 

.  Evening 

1 

Harvard  -  Dudley 

8.3 

20 

e 

Columbia  Pt.  -  Dudley 

7.3 

9 

9 

11 

49 

49 

53 

56 

60 

60 

22 

22 

13 

9 

City  Point  -  Copley 

7.2 

10 

10 

11 

48 

48 

29 

57 

61 

39 

18 

26 

34 

10 

City  Point  -  Dudley 

7.6 

9 

10 

11 

53 

48 

42 

62 

62 

53 

16 

28 

25 

13 

Savin  Hill  -  Northampton 

5.2 

12 

12 

- 

26 

26 

- 

40 

38 

- 

55 

48 

- 

15 

Kane  Sq.  -  Dudley 

3.7 

8 

B 

10 

28 

28 

22 

31 

32 

29 

11 

16 

33 

16 

Egleston  -  Andrew 

6.5 

11 

12 

14 

40 

39 

23 

47 

48 

30 

16 

22 

30 

16A 

Forest  Hills  -  U.  Mass. 

12.2 

12 

11 

- 

61 

65 

- 

71 

72 

- 

16 

10 

- 

17 

Fields  Corner  -  Andrew 

6.5 

12 

11 

14 

33 

34 

27 

45 

46 

38 

3B 

33 

40 

18 

Ashmont  -  Andrew 

9.2 

14 

13 

15 

41 

42 

38 

59 

58 

46 

45 

39 

22 

19 

Fields  Comer  -  Dudley 

6.0- 

11 

- 

- 

32 

- 

- 

40 

- 

- 

24 

- 

- 

21 

Ashmont  -  Forest  Hills 

8.8 

15 

15 

- 

34 

34 

- 

49 

45 

- 

42 

30 

- 

22 

Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Talbot) 

7.8 

11 

11 

12 

43 

44 

37 

51 

53 

46 

17 

21 

22 

23 

Ashmont  -  Dudley  {via  Washington) 

7.4 

U 

11 

12 

41 

41 

37 

51 

55 

45 

25 

33 

20 

25 

Ashmont  -  Gaillvan  Boulevard 

4.5 

9 

9 

13 

2B 

25 

21 

35 

27 

27 

22 

11 

30 

26 

Ashmont  -  Norfolk  St. 

3.7 

11 

12 

13 

19 

19 

19 

27 

24 

28 

36 

29 

50 

27 

Ashmont  -  Mattapan 

4.6 

12 

12 

13 

23 

23 

22 

30 

29 

29 

30 

28 

33 

28 

Arborway  -  Mattapan 

7.3 

14 

- 

- 

31 

- 

- 

41 

- 

- 

31 

- 

- 

29 

Egleston  -  Mattapan 

8.2 

13 

13 

15 

38 

39 

32 

SO 

51 

44 

29 

30 

37 

30 

Rosllndale  Sq.  -  Mattapan 

6.0 

13 

12 

16 

25 

27 

20 

42 

41 

29 

66 

54 

48 

41 

Dudley  -  Centre  S.  Elliot  Sts. 

5.2 

10 

11 

13 

30 

29 

23 

39 

36 

31 

38 

22 

33 

42 

Dudley  -  Egleston 

2.7 

S 

10 

11 

17 

18 

15 

23 

22 

20 

30 

26 

35 

43 

Egleston  -  Stuart  St. 

8.1 

9 

10 

12 

53 

48 

40 

60 

61 

55 

14 

25 

37 

44 

Dudley  -  Seaver  St. 

3.2 

11 

10 

12 

19 

19 

15 

27 

24 

20 

39 

30 

30 

45 

Dudley  -  Franklin  Park 

5.1 

10 

11 

13 

30 

29 

24 

37 

37 

31 

25 

29 

31 

46 

Dudley  -  Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

4.1 

12 

12 

12 

21 

21 

21 

29 

30 

29 

39 

44 

3B 

47 

Central  Sq.  -  City  Hospital 

10.7 

10 

10 

14 

63 

54 

46 

75 

82 

57 

19 

29 

23 

48 

Dudley  -  Boston  State  Hospital 

11.2 

15 

- 

- 

45 

- 

- 

48 

- 

- 

6 

- 

- 

49 

Northampton  -  Kneeland  St. 

3.6 

9 

8 

- 

28 

27 

- 

33 

31 

- 

14 

12 

- 

66 

Dudley  -  Allston 

6.1 

10 

9 

12 

51 

53. 

39 

62 

65 

56 

22 

21 

41 

68 

Copley  -  E.  Concord  St. 

2.4 

5 

5 

- 

27 

27 

- 

32 

31 

- 

IS 

15 

- 

Source:    MBTA  Summary  Table  of  Selected  Operating  Statistics,  Spring,   1977 
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sideration  of  some  unscheduled  delay  during  the  run.     The    average  re- 
covery time  includes  any  and  all  layover  time  for  the  route. 

The  average  operating  speeds  of  routes  in  the  study  area  range  from 
10.5  to  12.4  m.p.h.,  depending  on  time  of  day.     Layover  time  compared 
to  total  run  time  ranges  from  28  to  32  per  cent.     Study  area  bus  routes  have 
lower  speeds  and  higher  layover  time  than  the  overall  MBTA  bus  system. 
However,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  precisely  how  much  worse  than  the 
average  these  characteristics  are,  because  express  and  suburban  routes 
are  included  in  calculating  the  overall  MBTA  average. 

Bus  Ridership 

Total  MBTA  bus  system  ridership  declined  by  approximately  30  per 
cent  between  1965  and  1974  (excluding  express  bus  routes).    About  one- 
third  of  the  loss  occurred  between  1965  and  1969  and  two-thirds  between 
1969  and  1974.     The  ridership  loss  was  greatest  following  the  increase 
in  fares  from  10  to  20  cents  during  December,  1968. 

As  Table  3.8  indicates,  the  bus  ridership  loss  varied  between  8  and 
45  per  cent  on  individual  lines  in  the  study  area.     Table  3.8  indicates  that 
most  service  cutbacks  during  that  period  were  approximately  proportional 
to  rider  decline.     Determination  of  the  cause-effect  relationship  (i.e. , 
the  extent  that  service  cutback  accelerated  rather  than  responded  to  rider 
decline)  would  require  further  study  of  individual  routes. 


TABLE  3.8 

RIDERSHIP  TRENDS  FOR  SELECTED  BUS  ROUTES.  1965 


1974 


Route 

Ridership 

Service 

No. 

From 

To 

Via 

Loss 

Cutback 

1 

Dudley 

Harvard  Sq. 

Mass .  Ave. 

45%* 

13% 

15 

Dudley 

Kane  Sq. 

Uphams  Corner 

33 

20 

17 

Andrew 

Fields  Corner 

Meeting  House 

31 

20 

21 

Ashmont 

Forest  Hills 

Morton  St. 

21 

0 

22 

Ashmont 

Dudley 

Talbot  Ave . 

10 

8 

23 

Ashmont 

Dudley 

Washington 

8 

0 

26 

Ashmont 

Norfolk 

— 

44 

34 

27 

Ashmont 

Mattapan 

River  St. 

26 

33 

29 

Egleston 

Mattapan 

Blue  Hill  Ave. 

18 

0 

30 

Mattapan 

Roslindale  Sq . 

Cummins  Hwy. 

16 

8 

31 

Mattapan 

Wolcott  Sq. 

Cleary  Sq. 

29 

26 

32 

Cleary  Sq. 

Arborway 

Hyde  Park  Ave . 

29 

26 

41 

Dudley 

Eliot 

Centre  St. 

47 

33 

43 

Egleston 

Park/Tremont 

Tremont 

25 

38 

44 

Dudley 

Seaver 

Humbolt  Ave. 

36 

34 

45 

Dudley 

Franklin  Park 

B  lue  Hil  I  Ave  . 

31 

24 

50 

Cleary  Sq. 

Arborway 

Roslindale  Sq. 

10 

23 

*    Roxbury  only 

Source:    "1977  Transit  Market  Study-MBTA  Ridership  over  the  Past  Decade" 


by  EOTC  &  CTPS,  April,   1977 
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Daily  records  of  bus  ridership  are  not  maintained  by  the  MBTA, 
Current  data  on  bus  riders  are  available  from  seasonal  ridership  sur/eys 
which  tabulate  the  number  of  on-board  passengers  at  the  maximum  rider- 
ship point  (peak  load  point)  of  that  line.     The  location  of  the  peak  load 
point  of  an  individual  route  is  based  on  historical  data  concerning  max- 
imum route  ridership  locations  defined  by  the  MBTA.     These  seasonal 
tabulations  are  used  to  help  determine  service  frequency  for  each  route. 

Table  3.9  summarizes  ridership  levels  observed  at  the  peak  rider- 
ship load  point  for  each  route  within  the  study  area.     The  ridership  levels 
displayed  in  the  table  were  observed  for  the  daily  peak  travel  periods 
(7-9  A.M.  and  4-6  P.M.),  the  maximum  30  minute  peak  ("crush")  period 
and  mid-day  hours.     Ridership  levels  are  shown  in  passengers  per  bus 
and  as  a  percentage  of  on-board  passengers  to  seats.     These  data  are 
utilized  in  Chapter  6  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  ol  va^'ous  routes. 

TABLE    3.9  ^ 

EXISTING    BUS    RIDERSHIP 


Peak  30  Minutes 


Observed  Bus  L,oad  Levels 
{%  of  available  bus  seats) 
Total  PeaK  Period 


1  Harvard  -  Dudley 

8*  Columbia  Pt.  -  Dudley 

9*  City  Point  -  Copley 

10  City  Point  -  Dudley 

13  Savin  Hill  -  Northampton 

15  Kane  Sq  .  -  Dudley 

16  Egleston  -  Andrew 

16A  Forest  Hills  -  U.  Mass. 

17*  Fields  Corner  -  Andrew 

18  Ashmont  -  Andrew 

19  Fields  Corner  -  Dudley 
21*  Ashmont  -  Forest  Hills 

22  Ashmont  -  Dudley    (via  Talbot) 

23  Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Washington) 
25*  Ashmont  -  Gallivan  Boulevard 

26*  Ashmont  -  Norfolk  Street 

27*  Ashmont  -  Mattapan 

28  Arborway  -  Mattapan 

29*  Egleston  -  Mattapan 

30*  Roslindale  Sq  .  -  Mattapan 

41  Dudley  -  Centre  &  Elliot  Sts . 

42  Dudley  -  Egleston 

4  3  Egleston  -  Stuart  Street 

44  Dudley  -  Seaver  Street 

45  Dudley  -  Franklin  Park 

46  Dudley  -  Heath  &  S.  Huntington 
47*  Central  Sq .  -  City  Hospital 

48  Dudley  -  Boston  State  Hospital 

49*  Northampton  -  Kneeland  Street 

65  Dudley  -  AUston 

58*  Copley  -  E.  Concord  Street 


5  7  (124%) 

5  7  (124%) 

3  7  (80%) 

28 

(61%) 

82  (178%) 

57  (124%) 

20  (43%) 

18 

(39%) 

12  (26%) 

9 

(20%) 

55  (141%) 

49 

(107%) 

52  (113%) 

36 

(78%) 

28  (61%) 

22 

(48%) 

53  (115%) 

48  (105%) 

45  (98%) 

34 

(74%) 

54  (117%) 

40 

(8  7%) 

62  (135%) 

31 

(67%) 

71  (154%) 

58 

(126%) 

69  (150%) 

55 

(120%) 

38  (83%) 

28 

(61%) 

47  (102%) 

36 

(78%) 

32   (70%) 

16 

(3  5%) 

56  (122%) 

46 

(100%) 

67  (145%) 

55 

(119%) 

20  (43%) 

17 

(3  7%) 

49  (107%) 

42 

(91%) 

49  (107%) 

43 

(93%) 

66  (143%) 

48  (105%) 

71  (154%) 

54  (117%) 

6  9  (150%) 

48  (104%) 

46  (100%) 

31 

(57%) 

42  (91%) 

33 

(72%) 

No  Data  for  Two 

Scheduled  Trips 

21  (46%) 

12 

(  26%) 

52  (113%) 

46 

(100%) 

17  (3  7%) 

10 

(22%) 

Mid-Day  Period 


34 

(74%) 

22 

(48%) 

34 

(75%) 

11 

(24%) 

7 

(15%) 

37 

(80%) 

18  (39%) 

9 

(2  0%) 

16 

(35%) 

11 

(24%) 

No 

Service 

15 

(33%) 

37 

(80%) 

39 

(85%) 

13 

(28%) 

13 

(28%) 

11 

(24%) 

No 

Service 

33 

(72%) 

12 

(26%) 

23  (50%) 

15 

(33%) 

32 

(70%) 

30 

(6  5%) 

26  (57%) 

16 

(35%) 

20 

(43%) 

5 

(11%) 

32 

(6  9%) 

10 

(22%) 

^    Based  on  MBTA  Spring,    ]977  data;    Routes  with  asterisk  (*)  assume  1976  MBTA  ridership  data 

2 

Based  on  average  maximum  number  of  passengers  on  bus  at  given  point; 

Bus  seats  assumes  an  average  46  seats  per  MBTA  bus 
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TAXI    SERVICES 

Major  taxi  companies  serving  the  study  area  include  Ebony,  White 
Yellow  and  Mattapan  Taxicab  companies,  in  addition  to  numerous  smaller 
taxi  outfits  associated  with  the  Independent  Taxi  Operators  Association 
(I.  T.  O.  A.).    According  to  I.T.O.A.  information,  a  total  of  approximately 
500  taxis  (from  all  companies)  are  available  during  the  day  in  the  South  End 
Dorchester,  Roxbury  and  Mattapan  areas.    This  number  compares  to  the  more 
than  1,500  taxis  licensed  for  the  entire  City  of  Boston.    During  evening  hours 
an  estimated  250  to  300  taxis  are  available  in  the  study  area.    Besides  these  ' 
services,  many  organizations  in  the  area  provide  localized  transportation 
service  by  auto  or  van. 

Taxicab  representatives  said  that  the  majority  of  requests  for  taxi- 
cab  services  within  the  area  are  for  short,  local  trips  within  close  proximity 
of  the  respondent's  residence.     A  far  lesser  proportion  of  taxi  requested  trips 
are  to  the  Boston  Central  Business  District.     Common  requests  for  taxi 
services  within  the  area  are  for  medical  trips  and  shopping  trips  (parti- 
cularly for  people  carrying  packages) . 

Basic     fares  for  taxi  services  are  60  cents  for  the  first  four-ninths 
of  a  mile  and  10  cents  for  each  additional  one-ninth  of  a  mile.     However, 
elderly  residents  (65  and  over)  are  provided  a  20  per  cent  discount  of 
total  fare.     In  addition,  elderly  clients  of  the  Home  Care  Program  are  pro- 
vided an  extra  5  per  cent  discount  for  medical-related  trips. 

Based  on  dispatching  records  of  the  I.T.O.A.,  more  than  half  of 
all  requested  calls  for  taxi  services  in  Boston  come  from  the  study  area 
though    the  study  area's  population  is  only  1/3  of  the  City's.     The  fre- 
quent use  of  taxis  in  the  study  area  is  particularly  significant  in  light 
of  the  fact  that  income  levels  are  the  lowest  in  the  City.     Reasons  for 
the  high  level  of  usage  are  low  automobile  ownership  and  the  fact  that 
public  transportation  cannot  provide  convenient  service  for  some  types 
of  trips  (e.g.  shopping  trips  to  the  supermarket).     In  addition,  the  fear 
of  crime  often  makes  door-to-door  taxi  service  preferable  to  walking  to 
and  waiting  for  public  transit. 


MBTA    FARE    STRUCTURE    AND    POLICY 

The  MBTA  provides  t.vo  concepts  of  fare  payment  on  all  modes 
operated:   a  basic  cash  fare  and  a  pre-paid  fare  program  which  provides 
for  several  service  options  including  limited  and  unlimited  ride  passes 
for  commuter  rail,  an  unlimited  ride-limited  mode  transfer  pass,  and  an 
unlimited  ride-transfer  "buy  the  system"  pass  option. 
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The  basic  cash  fare  for  rapid  transit,  including  the  Green  Line  Cen- 
tral Subway  is  2  5  cents  with  the  following  exceptions:    Transit  fares  to 
downtown  Boston  from  points  on  the  Quincy  extension  of  the  Red  Line, 
Maiden  and  Oak  Grove  Stations  on  the  Orange  Line  North,  and  the  River- 
side Branch  of  the  Green  Line  (Longwood  to  Riverside)  are  50  cents. 
Transit  fares  to  downtown  Boston  from  the  Green  Line's  Huntington, 
Beacon  and  Commonwealth  Branches  outside  the  Central  Subway  are 
45  cents. 

Fares  on  all  rapid  transit  lines  in  the  study  area  are  25  cents. 
All  rapid  transit  lines  provide  free  transfer  at  multi-line  stations  with- 
in the  downtown  area.     The  Mattapan  High  Speed  Line  is  treated  as  an 
integral  part  of  the  Red  Line  and  may  be  ridden  locally  or  with  a  change 
at  Ashmont  to  downtown  for  25  cents. 

All  MBTA  bus  routes  in  the  study  area  charge  a  25  cent  fare  for 
adults,  although  some  suburban  or  express  bus  routes  into  Boston  charge 
up  to  one  dollar.     Where  the  fare  is  paid  on  the  bus  or  trolley  itself, 
exact  fare  is  required.     Transfer  between  two  buses  and  between  bus 
and  rapid  transit  requires  a  full  additional  fare. 

Fares  on  all  commuter  rail  lines  are  based  on  a  zone  fare  system. 
The  present  fare  for  commuter  rail  stations  at  Forest  Hills,  Roslindale, 
Mt.  Hope,  and  Hyde  Park  to  Boston  (zone  one)  is  $1.10  for  a  one-way 
trip.     Proposed  one-way  fares  for  new  stations  located  at  Morton  Street 
and  Uphams  Corner  on  the  Midland  Branch    during  construction  of  the 
Relocated  Orange  Line,  will  be  95  cents  and  85  cents,  respectively. 

Elderly,  handicapped,  students  going  to  and  from  classes  (high 
school  or  lower),  and  children  under  twelve  are  eligible  for  "half-fare" 
privileges  on  all  MBTA  operating  modes  for  all  time  periods.     "Half- 
fare"  on  a  25  cent  bus  or  rapid  transit  trip  is  10  cents. 

In  addition  to  the  basic  fares  set  by  the  MBTA  for  all  its  operating 
modes,  a  pre-paid  program  for  all  modes  except  commuter  rail  is  offered 
to  all  companies,  institutions,  agencies  and  organizations  with  a  min- 
imum of  five  subscribers.     The  program  provides  unlimited  riding  for 
a  month  for  the  plan  option  selected „     Under  the  existing  system,  the 
pass  holder  is  paying  the  equivalent  of  eighteen  round  trips  a  month. 

Commuter  rail  users  are  offered  both  limited  ride  (10  trip)  passes 
and  unlimited  monthly  passes  which  are  offered  to  individual  users. 
The  unlimited  commuter  rail  monthly  pass  includes  a  25  cent  rapid 
transit  pass  that  allows  for  free  transfer  from  commuter  rail  to  rapid 
transit  lines . 
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The  process  of  determining  and  approving  fares  is  primarily  reserved 
for  the  MBTA  Advisory  Board  and  MBTA  Board  of  Directors.     The  Board  has 
convened  a  panel  which  is  currently  examining  fares  and  is  expected  to 
produce  recommendations  for  changes  in  Fall,   1978.      The  Program  for 
Mass  Transportation  (PMT)  has  stated  a  fare  policy,  for  the  short  term, 
of  attempting  to  hold  fares  down  until  significant  service  improvements 
can  be  achieved.     For  the  long  term,  the  MBTA  considers  a  fare  system 
based  on  distance  and  quality  of  service  as  the  most  equitable,  parti- 
cularly when  additional  rapid  transit  extensions  are  completed.     How- 
ever, this  form  of  fare  structure  would  be  the  most  difficult  to  implement 
and  would  require  more  sophisticated  forms  of  fare  collection  equipment 
than  is  now  incorporated  within  the  system.     The  acquisition  of  equip- 
ment to  implement  a  sophisticated  fare  policy  is  not  now  a  part  of  the 
MBTA's  capital  program. 
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CHAPTER  4      TRAVEL    FORECASTS 


INTRODUCTION 

A  major  element  of  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  in- 
volved a  forecast  of  the  number  of  public  transit  riders  for  various  specific 
transit  alternatives ,  which  was  an  important  factor  in  determining  the  rela- 
tive cost-effectiveness  of  each  alternative.    This  Chapter  summarizes  the 
procedures  and  underlying  assumptions  that  were  used  in  making  the  rider- 
ship  estimations.    A  more  detailed  description  of  the  procedures  and  results 
is  contained  in  Appendix  C.    A  separate  technical  report  on  the  process  will 
be  published  by  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  in  early  1978. 


THE    RIDERSHIP    MODEL 

Ridership  estimation  is  carried  out  using  computer  programs  con- 
tained in  the  Urban  Transportation  Planning  System    (UTPS)  package  spon- 
sored by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  .    Four  major  sequential 
steps  are  included,  as  shown  in  Figure  4.1. 

1 .  Trip  generation  (the  number  of  trips  made  per  person  on 

an  average  weekday) 

2.  Trip  distribution  (the  origin  and  destination  of  trips) 
3  .      Modal  split  (whether  the  trip  is  made  by  private  or 

public  transportation) 
4.      Trip  assignment  (selection  of  specific  transit  modes 
and  routes) 

To  make  the  data  required  for  this  analysis  more  manageable,  the 
Boston  region  is  divided  into  a  large  number  of  traffic  analysis  zones. 
Approximately   75   of   these  zones  are  located  in  the  study  area  (Figure  4.2) 
Travel  data  are  aggregated  for  a  zone  that  consists  of  many  households 
rather  than  for  an  individual  person  or  household.     Population  and  employ- 
ment estimates  are  tabulated  for  each  zone  in  order  to  estimate  the  number 
of  trips  expected  to  be  made  to  and  from  each  zone. 


Trip  Generation 

The  trip  generation  process  requires  estimation  of  the  number  of  trips 
on  an  average  weekday  which  originate  and  terminate  in  each  zone.    Trips 
made  by  the  residents  in  a  zone  are  estimated  by  using  an  established  set 
of  trip-generation  factors  based  on  data  obtained  in  home -interview  surveys 
Trips  per  household  are  then  multiplied  by  the  number  of  households  per 
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FIGURE    4.2 


zone  to  get  total  zonal  trips .    The  trip  rate  (the  number  of  trips  per  person 
or  household)  differs  depending  on  socio-economic  characteristics ,  level 
of  transportation  service,  and  trip  purpose  (e.g.,  work  trips,  school  trips, 
etc.)    Added  to  trips  generated  by  zone  residents  are  trips  attracted  to  any 
employers,  schools  or  shopping  areas  located  in  the  zone. 

The  end  product  of  the  trip  generation  process  is  the  number  of  trips 
to  and  from  a  zone  made  by  the  residents  for  each  zone  and  the  number  of 
trips  to  be  attracted  by  work  places,  school,  etc.  for  each  zone. 


Trip  Distribution 

Once  the  number  of  trips  to  and  from  a  zone  is  estimated,  the  ori- 
gin or  destination  of  these  trips  is  forecast  by  the_use  of  a  grdvity  model. 

Taking  the  work  trip  as  ai:  example,  the  gravity  model  assumes  that 
the  trip  maker's  destination  is  more  likely  to  be  where  job  opportunities 
are  high.    In  addition,  the  model  assumes  that  the  trip  maker  will  try  to 
minimize  his  travel  time.    Therefore,  zones  near  the  trip  maker's  residence 
or  most  accessible  by  transportation  are  more  likely  to  be  destination  zones. 
Mathematically,  the  number  of  trips  to  a  certain  zone  is  directly  proportion- 
al to  the  attractiveness  of  the  zone  and  inversely  proportional  to  the  travel 
time  to  that  zone.    This  is  the  basic  assumption  behind  the  trip  distribution 
part  of  the  model. 

The  end  product  of  the  trip  distribution  step  is  the  number  of  daily 
trips  between  every  possible  pair  of  zones.    The  trip  movements  are  esti- 
mated separately  for  different  trip  purposes.    The  matrix  resulting  from 
this  process  is  called  a  trip  table. 


Modal  Split 

After  the  number  of  trips  between  zones  is  estimated,  the  model  then 
estimates  the  proportion  of  these  trips  that  are  made  by  public  transit  (a 
procedure  called  "modal  split") .    The  model  estimates  the  percent  of  travel 
by  public  transportation  based  on  the  difference  in  travel  time  and  cost  be- 
tween zones  by  automobile  as  opposed  to  transit.    Travel  time  is  converted 
to  a  dollar  value  and  added  to  an  out-of-pocket  cost.    Then  a  mode    split 
curve  which  represents  percent  transit  use  versus  the  combined  relative 
cost  is  used  to  determine  the  proportion  of  transit  trips  in  each  pair  of 
zones.    Different  mode  split  curves  have  been  developed  for  different  auto 
ownership  levels  and  for  different  trip  lengths  and  trip  purposes. 

Time  costs  include  in-vehicle  time  and  out-of  vehicle  time .    In-vehicle 
time  is  the  time  actually  spent  in  either  auto  or  transit  vehicle.    For  transit 


4.5. 


modes,  out-of-vehicle  time  includes  access  time  (that  required  to  get  to  the 
station) ,  wait  time  (time  at  the  station  waiting  for  the  bus  or  train) ,  and  any 
transfer  times.    Out-of-vehicle  time  for  auto  modes  includes  only  access  time. 
Since  out-of-vehicle  time  is  usually  perceived  as  being  less  attractive  than 
time  spent  in  the  vehicle,  it  is  weighted  by  a  factor  of  2.5  before  being  added 
to  in-vehicle  time  in  the  calculation  of  total  trip  time . 

For  the  auto  mode,  out-of-pocket  costs  include  operating  costs   (gaso- 
line, oil,  maintenance,  tires,  etc  .)  and  parking  costs.    For  the  transit  mode, 
out-of-pocket  costs  include  fare  and  auto-related  costs  associated  with  driv- 
ing to  a  transit  stop  if  an  automobile  is  used. 

The  end  product  of  this  step  is  the  number  of  public  transit  trips  be- 
tween every  pair  of  zones  for  each  of  four  trip  purposes  (home-based  work, 
school  and  "other",  and  non-home  based). 


Trip  Assignment 

The  final  step  in  ridership  estimation  is  a  forecast  of  the  specific  tran- 
sit service  that  persons  assigned  to  transit  will  use  among  available  services 
such  as  bus  only,  bus  to  rapid  transit,  or  rapid  transit  only. 

The  basic  assumption  in  the  model  is  that  a  trip  maker  will  choose  a 
transit  service  or  combination  of  services  which  provide  the  shortest  travel 
time.    The  shortest  travel-time  transit  service  between  every  pair  of  zones  is 
calculated  and  all  trips  between  those  zones  are  assigned  to  that  service 
transit.    The  final  result  is  the  total  number  of  trips  on  an  average  weekday 
on  each  transit  service,  whether  bus,  light  rail,  rapid  transit  or  commuter 
rail. 


POPULATION   FORECASTS 

Recently  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  made  population  and 
employment  forecasts  between  1975  and  the  year  2000  in  increments  of  five 
years  for  the  entire  Eastern  Massachusetts  (EMRPP)  region. 

Population  for  the  1975  base  year  was  estimated  by  establishing  a  con- 
trol total  for  each  Eastern  Massachusetts  municipality  based  on  the  1975 
State  Census  and  by  allocating  the  municipal  total  to  each  CTPS  zone  based 
on  the  1970  U.S.  Census  population  distribution. 

The  initial  1975  population  estimate  made  by  the  CTPS  for  the  study 
area  was  modified  in  parts  of  the  South  End  and  Roxbury  where  major  changes 
in  population  distributional  patterns  have  occurred  due  to  building  construc- 
tion and/or  abandonment. 
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The  CTPS  estimated  future  population  throughout  the  EMRPP  based  on 
ah  extrapolation  of  past  trends  with  modification  by  area  planners  where  in- 
dicated.   This  analysis  indicated  that  population  in  Boston  would  decline  by 
about  three  percent  between  1975  to  2000.    The  Boston  Redevelopment  Author- 
ity (BRA),  who  reviewed  the  figures,  believed  it  likely  the  Boston  population 
would  increase  during  that  time  period.    Because  limited  time  and  resources 
were  available  in  Phase  I  to  resolve  this  issue,  it  was  decided  at  a  Coordina- 
tion Meeting  that  1975  population  estimates,  rather  than  future  estimates, 
should  be  used  in  rider  forecasts  during  Phase  I.    CTPS  and  the  BRA  will 
jointly  develop  future  forecasts  for  Phase  II.    It  should  be  noted  that  the 
difference  between  1975  population  and  CTPS  forecasts  of  future  population 
is  small  and  would  have  had  minimal  effect  on  Phase  I  rider  estimates. 


EMPLOYMENT    FORECASTS 

The  distribution  of  1975  employment  by  zone  was  estimated  by  CTPS 
by  updating  1963  EMRPP  inventory  data.    The  update  considered  the  amount 
of  developable  commercial  and  industrial  land  available  in  1963,  the  proxi- 
mity of  similar  uses,  and  the  addition  or  deletion  of  major  employers  in  the 
area.    The  results  were  checked  against  Department  of  Employment  Security 
data  and  adjusted  where  required.    Employment  growth  in  future  years  was  de- 
termined by  analyzing  the  amount  of  open  space  available  to  absorb  new  firms, 
the  current  location  of  employment  centers,  and  trends  for  mix  of  manufactur- 
ing and  non-manufacturing  industry  employment. 

Based  upon  research  conducted  as  part  of  the  R/TIS,  additional  jobs  ex- 
pected to  be  produced  by  planned  development  were  added  to  the  initial  CTPS 
forecasts  for  the  year  2000: 

1.  Southwest  Corridor  Project  (2,500  jobs) 

2.  Crosstown  Industrial  Park  (1,600  jobs) 

3.  AUston-Mapes  Industrial  Park  (500  jobs) 

The  study  area  is  estimated  to  contain  53,100  jobs  in  1975.    Of  these, 
some  13,500  jobs  were  in  manufacturing.    Forecasts  indicate  that  the  total 
employment  in  the  study  area  will  increase,  while  the  manufacturing  sector 
will  decline.    The  location  of  major  employers  and  major  housing  concentra- 
tions is  given  in  Figure  4,3. 

Table  4.1  shows  the  population  and  employment  estimates  used  for 
rider  estimates  in  Phase  I.    They  are  subject  to  revision  in  Phase  II. 
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TABLE  4.1 

POPULATION  &  EMPLOYMENT  FORECASTS 


Community 

Population 
(thousands) 
1975              1985 

Total 
Employment 
(thousands) 
1975             1985 

Manufacturing 
Employment 
(thousands) 
1975             1985 

Eastern 

Massachusetts 

Region 

3,813 

4 

,099 

1,595 

1, 

853 

3,802 

369 

Boston 

636 

626 

484 

568 

54 

51 

Study  Area 

215 

215 

53.1 

63. 

3 

13.5 

13.1 

South  End 

21.2 

2  1 

2 

13.1 

15. 

5 

2.2 

2.0 

Roxbury 

64.9 

64 

9 

21.1 

28.0 

7.0 

7.0 

North  Dorchester* 

45.4 

45 

4 

8.5 

8 

.1 

2.C 

1.8 

South  Dorchester* 

42.4 

42 

4 

4.1 

4 

.7 

0.2 

0.2 

Mattapan 

27.8 

27 

8 

2.7 

3 

.1 

0.4 

0.4 

Jamaica  Plain* 

13.5 

13 

5 

3.6 

3 

.9 

1.7 

1.7 

*Includes  only  section  within  study  area 


TRIP    GENERATION 

On  an  average  weekday  in  1975,  about  8,000,000  trips  are  estimated  to 
have  been  made  within  the  entire  EMRPP  region  which  includes  most  of  Massa- 
chusetts east  of  Worcester  and  north  of  Taunton.    About  half  of  these  trips  are 
made  inside  Route  128.    Some  450,000  trips,  5.6  percent  of  the  regional  total 
of  8,000,000  were  estimated  to  have  been  either  produced  or  attracted  in  the 
study  area  in  1975.    The  215,000  residents  of  the  study  area  are  estimated  to 
have  produced  291,800  trips.    The  area  is  estimated  to  have  attracted  242,500 
trips . 


Table  4.2  shows  the  purpose  of  trips  produced  and  attracted  by  the  study- 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 


HOUSING  NO. 

NAME  UNITS 

Tai-Tung  Village  224 

Parcel  R-4  162 

Mass  Pike  Towers  198 

Castle  Square  602 

Methunion  Manor  150 

Piano  Craft  Guild  174 

Franklin  Square  196 

Cathedral  Housing  508 

D  Street  972 

Roxse  Housing  364 

Cramfield  Gardens  135 

Lenox/Camden  378 
Westminster  & 

Willard  Place  279 


14  Whittier  Street 

15  LRCC  Townhouse s 

16  Haynes  House 

17  Smith  House 

18  Orchard  Park 

19  Old  Colony 

20  Old  Harbor  Village 

21  Saint  Joseph's 

22  Warren  Gardens 

23  Amory  Street 

24  Academy  Homes 

25  Annapolis 

26  Columbia  Point 

27  Forest  Hills  Apt. 

28  Elm  Hill 


200  29  Freedom  House 

30  Archdale 

131  31  Franklin  Hill  Ave. 

132  32  Franklin  Field 
774  33  Ames  Street 
873  34  Ashmont 

L016  35  Wash.  &  Beach  Sts. 

140  36  High  Point  Village 

228  37  Cummins  Tower 

234  38  Morton  Street 

515  39  Georgetown  Apts 

56  40  Fairmont 

L504  41  Florence  Apts 

108  42  Charlame  Park 

86  43  Warren  Street 


44.Marksdale  Gardens 

45  Livermore  Street 

46  Fairlawn  Estates 

47  Vivendas  "La  Vic- 

toria" 

48  Walnut  Park 

49  Riverside 

50  D  Hassan 

51  Grove land 

52  Lower  Mills 
5  3  Codman 

54  Quincy/Bowdoin 

55  West  Newton 

56  West  Dedham 


177 


1 


>c 


//^ 


A««n 


i>   > 


/ 


replacemenl/transit 
improvement  study 


SOUTH     END 
DORCHESTER 


ROXBURY 
MATTAPAN 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

1/4  V2  ' ""« 


N 
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1975  Daily 

Trip 
Productions 

Person  Trips                                       ■ 

Trip                                     j 
Attractions 

110,570  (38%) 
25,340  (  9%) 

108,180  (37%) 
47,710  (16%) 

291,800  (100%) 

64,040  (26%)                       ' 
18,850  (  8%) 
104,740  (43%) 
54,870  (23%) 

242,500  (100%) 

TABLE  4.2 

STUDY  AREA  TRrPS  BY  PURPOSE 


Trip 
Purpose 

Home -Based  Work 
Home-Based  School 
Home-Based  Other 
Non-Home -Based 

Total 


TRIP    DISTRIBUTION 

Forecasts  of  the  origin  and  destination  of  trip  makers  in  the  form  of  a 
trip  table  provided  essential  data  during  the  course  of  the  study.    In  the  be- 
ginning of  Phase  I,  this  information  helped  develop  transit  alternatives 
suited  to  the  travel  desires  in  the  study  area.    The  data  later  became  an  essen- 
tial input  to  the  ridership  model  for  evaluation  of  selected  alternatives. 

Recently  a  1975  table  was  developed  for  use  in  the  Boston  Metropoli- 
tan region  by  Alan  M.  Voorhees  and  Associates  (AMV)  under  contract  to  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  (MDPW) ,     This  trip  table  was 
modified  to  reflect  the  revised  population  estimate  previously  described. 
This  revised  trip  table  was  used  for  the  identification  of  existing  (1975) 
travel  patterns  and  was  the  basis  for  the  future  (1985)  trip  table. 

It  was  recognized  early  in  the  study  that  this  trip  table,  which  updates 
1963  home  interview  information  on  the  basis  of  current  employment  and  pop- 
ulation distribution,  could  not  completely  reflect  the  changes  that  have  taken 
place  in  the  study  area  since  1963.    Consequently,  the  study  team  conducted 
a  survey  at  all  Orange  Line  and  selected  Red  Line  stations  during  three  days 
in  June  of  1977.    The  purpose  of  the  survey  was  to  provide  data  for  Phase  II 
of  the  study.    Procedures  and  results  from  the  survey  are  described  in  detail 
in  Appendix  D.    The  numbers  described  in  this  section  are  based  on  the  travel 
patterns  derived  from  the  1975  AMV  trip  table  for  the  study  area. 

Approximately  71  percent  of  all  study  area  trips  were  trips  between  the 
study  area  and  the  zones  outside  the  area  but  within  Route  128,   11  percent 
represented  trips  between  the  study  area  and  the  area  outside  Route  128,  and 
the  remaining  18  percent  of  the  trips  were  made  completely  within  the  study 
area. 
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Figure  4.4  shows  a  more  detailed  trip  interchange  pattern  between  the 
study  area  and  surrounding  districts  within  Route  128.    The  predominant  move- 
ments were  to  and  from  the  Boston  CBD  (13%) ,  Back  Bay  (5%) ,  Fenway  Park 
and  hospital  complex  (7%) ,  South  Boston  (4%)  and  Cambridge  (4%) .    They  repre- 
sent slightly  over  one  half  of  the  total  trips  when  the  intra-area  trips  are  in- 
cluded . 

Figure  4.5  shows  trip  movement  between  neighborhoods  within  the  study 
area.    The  figure  indicates  that  the  predominant  movements  were  short  local 
trips  and  that  those  trips  were  spread  fairly  evenly  thronqhout  the  study  area. 


MODAL   SPLIT  AND   TRIP  ASSIGNMENT 

Both  modal  split  and  trip  assignment  parts  of  the  model  are  necessarily  a 
function  of  the  transit  system  selected  for  inclusion  in  each  model  run.    The 
results  of  these  analyses  will  be  discussed  further  when  the  alternative  transit 
systems  are  discussed  in  Chapter  9  . 
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CHAPTER  5      COMMUNITY  PARTICIPATION 


INTRODUCTION 

Tne  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  poses  a  unique  challenge 
to  the  community  liaison  team  for  a  variety  of  reasons: 

a)  The  study  involves  communicating  the  complex  technical  pro- 
cess of  selecting  a  transportation  system  from  a  large  number 
of  potential  vehicle  types  and  alignments. 

b)  The  study  deals  with  improvements  that  would  require  an  addi- 
tional three  to  five  years  of  further  planning  and  engineering 
prior  to  implementation. 

c)  The  study  area  has  a  population  of  over  200,000,  with  a  wide 
variety  of  ethnic,   linguistic  and  educational  backgrounds  (see 
Chapter  2) . 

d)  Some  of  the  area's  residents  (primarily  in  the  South  End,  Rox- 
bury  and  Jamaica  Plain)  were  very  closely  attuned  to  transit 
studies  and  community  participation  as  a  result  of  the  BTPR 
and  Southwest  Corridor.     Many  others  in  the  remainder  of 
the  study  area  had  little  previous  involvement  with  such 
studies. 

e)  In  addition  to  local  citizens,  the  community  liaison  team  had 
to  deal  with  numerous  business  groups,  local  agency  and  in- 
stitutional personnel,  and  city  and  state  officials. 

f)  Many  study  area  residents  have  to  live  with  pressing  day-to- 
day problems  such  as  crime,  school  busing,  discrimination, 
unemployment,  drugs,  and  others  which  naturally  weigh  more 
heavily  on  their  minds  than  public  transportation. 

g)  The  community  in  large  part  was  "turned  off"  .     People  were 
unaware  of  the  study  or  any  action  they  could  take  to  get  a 
better  public  transportation  system. 

h)      Many  residents  have  a  poor  perception  of  their  current  transit 
system  and  believe  that  they  do  not  have  impact  to  effect 
changes  in  the  system. 


PROCESS 

To  meet  these  challenges,  the  community  liaison  staff  formulated 
a  program  based  on  a  three-step  process: 

1  .      awareness 

2 .  understanding 

3 .  commitment 
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Awareness 

Community  residents  were  made  aware  of  the  study  and  how  it  fit  in 
with  the  program  of  transportation  improvements  in  the  Southwest  Corridor. 
This  step  continued  throughout  Phase  I  as  more  and  more  people  were  brought 
into  the  study. 

The  process  of  increasing  awareness  wasn't  restricted  to  community 
groups  .     A  number  of  state  and  city  agencies  did  not  know  of  the  study  and 
were  also  reached  as  part  of  the  awareness  process. 

Understanding 

Once  they  became  aware  of  the  study,  it  was  important  that  the 
community  understand: 

How  the  study  interacted  with  other  Southwest  Corridor  projects 

How  transportation  projects  are  implemented 

What  the  study  and  the  project  could  accomplish  and,  equally 

important,  what  it  could  not  accomplish 
What  transportation  improvements  were  available,  what  their 

characteristics  were,  and  what  impact  they  were  likely  to 

have  on  the  daily  lives  of  residents 

For  these  reasons,  a  major  educational  program  became  an  important 
component  of  the  community  liaison  effort. 

Commitment 


Commitment  on  both  sides  was  recognized  as  essential  to  success  of 
the  project.     The  community  had  to  be  convinced  that  there  was  a  serious 
commitment  on  the  part  of  the  agencies  to  implement  transportation  improve- 
ments in  the  study  area.     Likewise,  it  was  important  for  the  community  to 
understand  that  their  own  commitment  was  essential  to  implementation  of 
a  workable  project.     The  latter  task  was  particularly  difficult  because  of 
the  long  lead  time  required  for  project  implementation  and  the  consequent 
lengthy  commitment  required  by  the  community. 


METHODS    OF   COMMUNICATION 

Site  Office  and  Staff 

A  site  office  was  established  early  in  the  study  and  maintained 
throughout  Phase  I.     The  office  was  located  near  Dudley  Station,  the  hub 
of  existing  public  transportation  in  the  study  area.     Study  area  residents 
staffed  the  site  office.     These  people,  working  with  other  members  of  the 
MBTA  and  consultant  project  team,  set  up  community  meetings  and  con- 
tacted residents,  businesses  and  agencies. 
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Community  Meetings 

Meetings  provided  an  opportunity  for  groups  with  similar  and  dis- 
similar needs  to  hear  proposals  from  consultants  and  to  make  their  own 
feelings  heard.     Area-wide  "Project  Working  Committee"  (PWC)  monthly 
meetings  (all  area  people  were  welcome)  and  regular  8:30  A.M.  Friday 
weekly  meetings  at  the  site  office  (again,  everyone  welcome)  provided 
continuity  during  Phase  I. 

The  PWC  meetings  were  held  in  various  neighborhoods  in  order  to 
attract  new  people  to  each  meeting.     In  addition,  most  neighborhood 
groups  and  other  organizations  had  an  opportunity  to  have  the  community 
liaison  team  give  a  presentation/question-answer  session  in  their  neigh- 
borhood.    Many  times  the.se  were  part  of  the  regular  agenda  of  the  or- 
ganization.    Meetings  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  next  section. 

Mailings 

A  mailing  list  was  developed  for  the  project  from  existing  lists  of 
neighborhood  groups  and  agencies  .     The  list  was  expanded  and  amended 
significantly  during  the  course  of  the  study  from  meeting  sign-in  lists 
and  phone  inquiries.     Before  each  Project  Working  Committee  meeting, 
a  mailing  was  sent  including  a  notice  and  agenda  for  the  meeting,  min- 
utes of  the  previous  meeting  and  other  information  that  would  assist 
people  in  understanding  the  current  status  of  the  project.     Letters 
were  also  sent  to  leaders  confirming  times  and  dates  of  local  meet- 
ings . 

Posters  and  Flyers 

Meeting  announcements  were  distributed  in  various  ways  for  dif- 
ferent meetings  .     In  addition  to  mailings,  notices  for  local  meetings 
were  slid  under  apartment  doors,  left  in  lobby  and  laundry  areas,  posted 
in  prominent  locations  (including  transit  stations)  and  handed  to  indi- 
viduals . 

Display  Exhibits 

Approximately  20  display  exhibits  were  constructed  to  help  make 
people  aware  of  and  understand  the  study.     These  exhibits  became  an 
"Information  Center"  with  updated  information  about  the  project  including 
a  notice  of  upcoming  Proj'^ct  Working  Committee  meetings .     Some  of  the 
units  were  moved  from  time  to  time  to  cover  the  entire  study  area. 

Transit  Design  Kit 

A  two-color  brochure  (Figure  5.1)  was  prepared  for  wide  distribu- 
tion to  inform  and  educate  people  about  the  study.     The  brochure  included 
answers  to  important  questions  about  the  study  and  emphasized  the 


5.3 


importance  of  community  involvement.     It  also  contained  a  primer  on  var- 
ious transportation  modes  and  jargon  used  during  the  study.     It  was  sent 
to  all  persons  on  the  mailing  list,  dropped  off  at  meetings,  put  in  Display 
Exhibits  and  distributed  generally  by  local  liaison  personnel. 

Bi-Lingual  Involvement 

Several  meetings  were  held  with  organizations  that  required  Spanish 
speaking  presentations.     These  were  accomplished  with  the  assistance  of 
the  MBTA  project  manager  who  is  Spanish  speaking  and  a  local  consultant 
employee  who  is  also  bi-lingual.     One  presentation  on  video  tape  was  made 
entirely  in  Spanish  and  broadcast  through  closed  circuit  TV  to  an  entire 
apartment  complex.     Also,  most  printed  handouts  for  general  areawide  use 
were  printed  in  both  Spanish  and  English. 

Press  Releases 

The  liaison  team  sent  meeting  notices  to  all  local  and  city-wide 
newspapers,  radio  and  television  stations.     Working  closely  with  the 
MBTA  Public  Affairs  Department,  press  releases  were  developed  for  sev- 
eral meetings  to  assist  editors  in  providing  accurate  coverage  of  the 
study.     These  notices  and  releases  were  followed  up  with  phone  calls 
and  requests  that  reporters  attend  Project  Working  Committee  meetings. 

Video  Tape 

Midway  through  the  project  a  video  tape  summary  presentation 
about  the  project  was  begun  by  the  liaison  team  with  the  assistance  of 
individuals  working  with  the  Harriet  Tubman  House,  Boston  Media 
Council,  and  other  community  agencies.     While  the  tape  was  not  com- 
pleted during  Phase  I,  the  exercise  of  stating  the  problem  concisely 
for  this  medium  was  of  assistance  in  making  other  presentations. 

System  Riding  and  Photos 

The  liaison  staff  spent  time  on  study  area  buses  and  rapid  transit 
lines  to  familiarize  themselves  with  the  system  and  to  interview  users, 
thereby  getting  an  immediate  subjective  understanding  of  transportation 
in  the  area. 

Suggestion  Sheets 

Suggestion  sheets  (Figure  5.2)  were  prepared  and  distributed  to 
provide^ an  opportunity  for  area  residents  to  record  how  they  felt  current 
MBTA  service  could  be  improved.     An  added  bonus  for  the  liaison  team 
was  getting  a  new  name  for  the  mailing  list  and  an  occasional  new  group 
for  a  presentation.     These  sheets  were  printed  in  Spanish  and  English 
with  postage  prepaid. 
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How  does  this  study  differ 
from  other  studies  on 
transportation  improvement 
projects  in  the  area? 

How  does  it  differ  from 
Orange  Line  Relocation? 

TTie  Orange  Line  study  dealt  with  the  relocation  of  the 
elevated  from  Washington  St.  to  the  railroad  near 
Columbus  Ave.  and  construction  of  an  Arterial  St.  parallel 
to  the  railroad  from  Ruggles  St.  to  Jackson  Sq.  Preliminary 
design  of  the  relocated  Orange  Line  and  Arterial  St.  has 
begun.  The  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  deals 
with  public  transportation  after  the  Orange  Line  is  relocated 
and  the  elevated  is  removed. 

How  does  it  differ  from 
Crosstown  Street  Project  ? 

Design  of  a  Crosstown  St.  (connecting  to  the  Arterial  St.) 
from  Mass.  Ave.  near  City  Hospital  to  Ruggles  St.  and 
Columbus  Ave,  has  begun  and  construction  is  planned  for 
1978.  This  street  occupies  some  of  the  land  initially  cleared 
for  the  Innerbelt.  The  Crosstown  St.  will  provide  access 
to  the  Southeast  Expressway  for  vehicles  presently 
crowding  neighborhood  streets  in  the  South  End/Lower 
Roxbury.  Land  has  been  reserved  adjacent  to  the  street 
for  public  transportation  in  the  event  that  results  of  the 
Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  show  that  such 
an  alignment  is  feasible. 

How  does  it  differ  from 
Circumferential  Study? 

TTie  Circumferential  Study  will  evaluate  thei  need  and 
feasibility  of  crosstown  service  from  Medford  to  Central 
Square,  the  Fenway,  City  Hospital,  and  So.  Boston.  TTie 
possible  Circumferential  Service  may  also  allow  easy 
transfer  between  the  various  lines  without  the  need  of 
making  connections  in  the  downtown  area.  The  Circumfer- 
ential Study  will  be  coordinated  with  this  study. 

What  is  the  Midland  Rail- 
road Upgrading? 

Construction  of  the  Orange  Line  relocation  is  exfjccted  to 
begin  in  January  1979.  Trains  using  the  Penn  Central 
alignment  will  be  temporarily  relocated  to  the  Midland 
Branch.  Work  has  already  been  started  so  that  it  can  be 
completed  by  January  1979.  The  Midland  Branch 
deteriorated  during  the  last  30  years;  upgrading  is  needed  to 
meet  newer  service  requirements.  Non-stop  train  service  to 
South  Station  will  use  the  upgraded  Midland  Branch  from 
1979  to  1983  when  the  Orange  Line  relocation  is  completed 
and  train  service  is  restored  to  the  present  alignment. 


TRANSPORTATION 
WORDS 


l^BTA Mass.  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

DOT U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

CJPS Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff 

(Boston  area) 

LRV  Light  Rail  Vehicle  (The  new  Boston  trolley) 

PQC The  standard  Boston  trolley 

BJPR Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review 

(A  study  in  the  early  1970's) 

Mass  Transit  

Service  provided  for  transporting  large 
numbers  of  passengers  on  established  routes 
and  fixed  time  schedules  within  cities  and 
metropolitan  area 

Midland  Branch 

The  two-track  railroad  running  through 
Dorchester  from  Readville  to  South  Station 

Use  Benefits 

Benefits  to  users  of  transportation  systems  in 
terms  of  improved  service,  faster  travel  time, 
comfort,  etc. 

Right-of-Way 

The  land  used  or  required  for  transportation 

Median 

Part  of  the  street  reserved  exclusively  for  public 
transit,  typically  in  the  center  of  the  street 


Si  Usted  no  pucde  leer  esto  en  Ingles,  tambien 
lo  tenemos  en  ESPANOL.  Por  favor  ilame  -  427-7060 
o  venga  a!  90  de  la  Calie  Warren  en  Roxbury. 
This  information  is  available  in  Spanish. 


NOW  THAT  YOU  HAVE  READ  THIS, 
YOU  ARE  ON  YOUR  WAY  TO 
BECOMING  AN  EXPERT  ON  PLANNING 
PUBLIC  TRANSPORTATION  FOR  THIS 

AREA DONT  WAIT  FOR  FURTHER 

INFORMATION.  CALL  427-7060 

OR  VISIT  90  WARREN  STREET  AND 

INSTRUCT  US! 
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HOW  CAN  I 
REDESIGN 
MY  TRANSIT 
SYSTEM? 


YOU  CAN  HELP  REDESIGN  THE 
TRANSIT  SYSTEM  IN  THIS 
AREA  BY  PARTICIPATING  IN 
THE  REPLACEMENT/TRANSIT 
IMPROVEMENT  STUDY.... 
SEE  INSIDE  FOR  OTHER 
EXCITING  QUESTIONS  AND 
ANSWERS.    CDC 
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MATTAPAN 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

COMMUNITY    PROJECT 
INFORMATION        FLYER 

FIGURE  5.1 


quesHanS&anStJVerS    why  is  this  study  being  done?      What  is  the  schedule? 


What  is  the  Replacement/ 
Transit  Improvement  Study? 

Analysis  of  transportation  needs  to  develop 
a  new  plan 

This  study  is  an  analysis  of  current  and  future  public 
transportation  needs  in  the  South  End,  Roxbury, 
Dorchester,  Mattapan  areas.  The  objective  is  to  develop  an 
overall  transportation  strategy  for  the  area  and  to  decide 
on  specific  services  upon  removal  of  the  Washington  St. 
elevated. 

RAPID  TRANSIT/ 
SUBWAY  CAR 
(In  Tunnel  or  on 
Railroad  Line) 


BUS 

(In  Median 

or  on  Street) 


COMMUTER  RAIL 
(On  Railroad 
Line) 


TRACKLESS 
TROLLEY 
(In  Median  or 
on  Street) 


STREETCAR/LIGHT 
RAIL  VEHICLE  (LRV) 
(In  Tunnel 
in  Median 
or  on  Street) 


This  study  will  prepare  the  necessary  information  for  the 
implementation  of  any  new  or  improved  transit  services  in 
the  study  area.  In  1972,  after  the  Boston  Transportation 
Planning  Review  (BTPR),  construction  of  the  proposed 
Southwest  Expressway  was  cancelled,  and  the  Governor 
concluded  in  concert  with  residents  of  these  neighborhoods 
that  the  Washington  Street  Elevated  Orange  Line  should 
be  relocated  into  the  corridor  cleared  for  the  expressway. 
At  that  time,  it  was  recognized  that  some  form  of 
replacement  service,  with  the  possible  extension  of  that 
service  to  Dorchester  and  Mattapan  was  an  important  part 
of  a  transportation  plan  for  the  Southwest  area.  A  related 
opportunity  presented  by  this  study  is  a  discussion  of 
improvements  to  the  existing  bus  service  by  working  with 
the  MBTA  Operations  and  Community  Affairs 
Departments. 

Where  is  the  study  area? 


Phase  1 

Complete 
Nov.  77 

Analysis  of  trans- 
portation needs 
in  order  to  select 
three  to  five  pos- 
sible transporta- 
tion alternatives 
for  further  study. 


Phase  2 

Complete 
July  78  , 


Phases  3/4 

Complete 
Summer  79 


Detailed  analyses  of  the 
alternatives  selected  in 
Phase  1.  A  proposed  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment and  Alternatives  Analy- 
sis Report  will  be  submitted 
to  the  Federal  Government. 


a.  incorporating  the  comments  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  neighborhood  agencies. 

b.  holding  a  public  hearing  on  the  preferred  alternatives 
selected  in  the  Phase  II  report, 

c.  preparing  of  any  capital  grant  applications  being  submitted 
for  consideration  at  the  public  hearing. 

Preparing  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  reflecting 
all  comments  received  during  the  public  hearings. 


Who  is  doing  the  study? 


PROJECT 
SITE  OFFICE 
90  Warren  St. 
Roxbury 
427-7060 


MBTA  and 
consultants 
with 
community 

"why  i^w't) 

THI6  BOe  / 
MOVIWG  ?y 


Why  should  I  get  involved  in  this  study? 


The  study  is  being  managed  by  the  MBTA's  Southwest 
Corridor  Development  office.  The  two  principal  consultant 
firms  for  the  study  are:  Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton 
(TAMS)  and  Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  Associates,  Inc. 
(CBT).  The  State's  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff 
(CTPS)  is  providing  assistance  in  developing  forecasts  of 
future  transit  ridership.  Also  on  the  consultant  team  are* 
economists,  urban  planners  and  a  local  development  group 
(Greater  Roxbury  Development  Corp.). 


Results  will  affect  jobs 
and  your  transportation 


This  study  offers  you  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  determining  your  neighbor- 
hood's future,  since  the  results  of  the  study  will  affect  the  public  transportation 
system,  land  development  and  jobs  in  the  area. 
Community  interests  will  play  a  large  part  in  determining  the  final  plan.  The  final 
plan  must  be  acceptable  to  community  interests  as  well  as  the  agencies  involved 
in  implementing  it. 

The  study  may  not  respond  to  your  specific  needs  unless  you  make  yourself  heard 
through  attendance  at  public  meetings  on  the  project. 

How  can  I  get  involved? 


Individuals  or  groups  wishing  to  become  more  involved  in  overseeing  the 
work  on  a  monthly  basis  are  invited  to  join  the  Project  Working  Committee. 
In  addition,  you  can  phone  427-7060  to  be  put  on  a  mailing  list.  For  up- 
to-date  information  on  what's  happening,  come  to  the  regularly  scheduled 
Friday  morning  meetings  at  8:30  to  10:00  a.m.  held  at  90  Warren  Street. 
You  may  also  call  to  have  a  presentation  to  your  group  or  neighborhood. 


How  will  study  decisions  be  arrived  at? 


HAVEA 
PKKENTATION) 

TO  youR  Odour/ 


The  community  will 
participate  in  the  selection 
of  3  to  5  alternatives. 


The  consultant  will  present  information  and  make  preliminary  recommendations 
on  transportation  alternatives  throughout  the  study.  These  will  be  initially 
evaluated  at  neighborhood  meetings.  You  as  an  interested  resident  can  become 
a  member  of  the  Project  Working  Committee,  which  will  recommend  acceptance 
or  changes  to  be  acted  upon  by  the  MBTA's  Project  Manager.  This  process 
will  continue  to  the  end  of  Phase  I  in  1977 ,  when  3  to  5  alternatives  will 
have  been  selected  for  further  study  in  Phase  II. 


SEE  OVER  FOR  MORE  ANSWERS 


IZH 


CZHCZI 


Business  Reply  Mail 

No  Postage  Stamps  Necessary  if  Mailed 

in  the  United  States 


First  Class 
Permit  No. 
47489 
Boston,  Ma. 


Postage  will  be  paid  by 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

Community  Affairs  and  Marketing 

50  High  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts    02110 


(EN  ESPANOL  DE  VUELTA  LA  HOJA) 


Your  help  is  needed  to  improve  public  transportation  in  this  area.   The  Grange 
Une  is  to  be  relocated  to  the  route  of  the  railroad  tracks  along  Columbus 
Avenue  and  improved.  Therefore,  this  study  has  been  initiated  to  decide 
future  public  transportation  options  for  the  area.  As  part  of  the  study,  it 
is  important  to  know  how  you  use  the  existing  bus/rapid  transit  system  and 
what  suggestions  you  have  for  a  better  system. 


Where  do  you  live  in  the  area? 


Where  do  you  work  in  the  area? 


Street  name         area/neighborhood    Street  name 
Do  you  use  the  public  bus/transit  service  now?     Yes 

A.  If  yes,  how  often? 

B.  If  not,  why? 


area/neighborhood 

NclZi 


3.   IVhen  you  use  bus/rapid  transit,  what  routes  do  you  use?. 


A.  'Ilhy   do  you  normally  use  these  routes? 

Worki  I  Shopping  I  i  School  i Medical  I :  Other [ 


4. 


Do  the  existing  bus/rapid  transit  services  satisfy  your  travel  needs? 
YesO  Nod)  If  not,  why? 


5.   'iVhat  changes  in  the  (t)  service  would  you  like?. 


How  often  do  you  have  the  use  of  an  automobile? 
Every  dayi 1  Never, ,  'Weekends  onlyi |  Others 


If  you  would  like  to  receive  additional  mailings,  attend  future  meetings  or  have 
us  make  a  presentation  to  your  group,  please  put  your  name,  address,  phone  number 
and  group  name  below: 


NAME 


PHONE 


GROUP  NAME 


ADDRESS 


90  WARREN  STREET  HOXBURY,  yMSSACffJoETTS 


CALL  -  <i27-7060 
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Tippetts  Abbett  -fcCartr.:.-  Stratton        rr.ilds  Bertn-.ai.  Tseckares 


90  WARREN  STREET     ROXBURY,  MASSACfTJSETTS 


CALL  -  427-7060 


replacement/transit  improvement  study 


SOUTHEND 


ROXBURY 


DORCHESTER 


MATTAPAN 


Tippetts  Abbett  McCarthy  Stratton   Childs  aertman  Tseckares  Assoc  Ino 

Please  make  a  note  of  your  ideas  on  the  other  side  of  this 
sheet... then  fold.  tape  or  staple.  stamp  aj^d  mail  to  the  address 
on  the  back  of  this  sheet  c3  dl  c3  cu 


AND  r- 


Le  AGRADECERI^MOS  que  INDIQUE  SUS  IDEAS  EN  EL  FORMULARIO.  .  .  Y 
LUEGO  CERRARLO.  ASEGURARLO.  SELLARLO  Y  MANDARLO  POR  CORREO  A  LA 
DIRECCrON  INDICADA  EN  EL  REVERSO  d  CZI  PZ3  CZJ  CyV 


ENGLISH  (SEE  OVER) 


Necesitamos  su  ayuda  para  mejorar  el  transporte  publico  en  esta  zona.  El 
elevado  de  la  Orange  Line  va  a  ser  relocallzado  a  las  vias  paralelas  a  la 
Columbus  Ave.   Es  por  eso  que  se  ha  iniciado  un  estudio  para  elljir  otras 
altemativas  de  transporte  publico  para  la  zona.   Como  parte  de  este  estudio^ 
nos  es  importante  saber  como  usa  el  publico  los  autobuses  y  trenes  hoy  en  dia 
y  recibir  sugerencias  para  mejorsir  el  sistema  en  el  future. 

iDonde  vive?  iDonde  trabaja? 


Calle  Barrio  Calle 

2.   iUsa  transporte  publico?      si'LJ     NoLU 

A.  iSi  lo  usa,  con  que  frequencia?  

B.  i,Si   no  lo  usa,  per  que  no? 


Barrio 


3.  iOue  rutas  de  autobus/tren  usa  ouando  vlaja? 


A.  iPorque  razon  las  usa? 

Trabajol I  Compras  I I   Escuelai 1   Medico! I   Otral — J. 


4.   iLe  sirve  el  sistema  de  transporte  para  ir  donde  Vd.  quiere  ir? 
Si! !  No! I  i  Si  no,  por  que  no? — — 


5.  iOue  camblos  le  gustaria  ver  en  el  servicio  de  la(X)?- 


b.   iCon  que  frequencia  usa  un  automobil? 

Todos  los  dfasi — I  Nunoa! !  Fines  de  semanal — I  OtraL — I 


Si  desea  recibir  mas  informacion;  assistir  a  reuniones  de  planiflcacion  de  este 
estudio;  o  pertenece  a  una  organizacion  Interesada  en  conocer  mas  detalles  del 
estudio,  indique  su  nombre,  direccion,  telefono  y  el  nombre  de  la  organizacion. 


NOMBRE 


TELEFONO 


ORGANIZACION 


DIHECCIOH 


ZIP  CODE 


COMMUNITY 

SUGGESTION 

SHEET 


~\ 
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FIGURE    5.2 


Contact  with  Agencies 

Several  meetings  were  held  with  the  staff  of  agencies  who  will  be 
affected  by  the  study.     Many  of  these  groups  assigned  individuals  to 
attend  regular  Friday  meetings  as  well  as  Project  Working  Committee 
meetings  . 

Contact  with  Government  Officials 

All  state  representatives  and  senators,  along  with  federal  congress- 
ment  and  senators  with  constituencies  in  the  study  area  were  contacted  by 
mail  to  keep  them  informed  about  the  progress  of  the  study.     Some  were 
briefed  personally  to  keep  them  up  to  data  on  study  progress.     All  or  part 
of  14  state  representative  districts  are  located  in  the  study  area  (see  Fig- 
ure 5,3). 


MEETINGS 

A  three-level  program  of  community  meetings  was  set  up  to  respond 
to  the  unique  aspects  of  the  study  and  to  further  the  process  of  awareness, 
understanding  and  commitment  by: 

1.      Maximizing  community  involvement  in  the  decision-making 

process  (monthly  PWC  meetings) 
2  .      Maximizing  community  and  agency  understanding  of  and  input 

into  the  technical  process  (weekly  coordination  meetings) 
3.      Informing  people  and  interesting  them  in  the  study  (neighborhood 

meetings) 

Project  Working  Committee  Meetings 

Project  Working  Committee  (PWC)  meetings  were  held  at  about 
monthly  intervals  during  the  course  of  Phase  I.     In  keeping  with  general 
procedures  set  up  throughout  the  Boston  area  for  transportation  studies, 
the  PWC  was  not  an  appointed  or  elected  group,  but  was  made  up  of  in- 
terested citizens  who  attended  the  monthly  meetings.     At  these  meetings, 
the  MBTA  and  the  consultant  team  presented  interim  study  findings  and 
received  overall  directio^n  for  the  study.     Meetings  were  held  at  various 
locations  throughout  the  study  area  (see  Table  5.1  below  and  Figure  5.4). 
Minutes  of  the  meetings  are  contained  in  Appendix  A. 

Coordination  Meetings 

This  unique  part  of  the  study  effort  was  established  to  maximize 
community  and  agency  involvement  in  the  study  process.     It  was  re- 
cognized that  the  PWC  was  too  large  and  did  not  meet  often  enough  to 
get  closely  involved  in  the  technical  parts  of  the  study.     Therefore, 
weekly  meetings  involving  the  consultant  team,  the  MBTA,  other  agencies 
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TABLE    5.1 

PROJECT    WORKING    COMMITTEE    MEETINGS 

Date  Location 


March  14 
March  29 
April  5 

May  10 

May  24 
June  2  8 

July  26 


September  14 

October  2  6 

January  31, 
1978 


Haynes  House,  Roxbury 
Lee  School,  Dorchester 
Site  Office,  Roxbury 

Site  Office,  Roxbury 

Site  Office,  Roxbury 

Charles  Drew  Family  Life 
Center,  Grove  Hall 

Roxbury  Multi-Service  Center, 
Roxbury 


Shelburne  Recreation  Center, 
Roxbury 

Boston  City  Hospital, 
South  End 

Prince  JB all  Masonic  Lodge, 
Grove  Hall 


Major  Agenda  Item 

Study  Introduction 

i 

Study  Introduction 

Identification  of  Transit  ' 

Alternatives 

Talks  by  Sec'y  of  Trans.  Frederick 
Salvucci  and  BRA  Director  ! 

Robert  Walsh 

Generalized  Alternatives  I 

Analysis  of  Current  Transit 
Service 

Selection  of  Alternatives  for 
Analyzing  Transit  Rider  Sur- 
vey Results;   Short-Term 
Improvements 

Update  on  Transit  Alternatives  ,      i 
Short-Term  Improvements 

Phase  I  Recommendations 

Phase  I  Report,  Phase  II 
Recommendations  , 


and  community  people  were  set  up  every  Friday  morning  at  8:30  A.M.  during 
the  course  of  Phase  I.     Attendance  averaged  15-20  people  and  was  split 
about  1/3  consultant,   1/3  agency  and  1/3  community.     Meeting  agendas 
usually  consisted  of  a  description  of  technical  work  accomplished  during 
the  past  week  and  work  anticipated  during  the  following  week. 

These  meetings  appeared  to  benefit  both  the  community  and  the  con- 
sultant team.     Community  input  into  the  technical  process  was  maximized 
and  a  number  of  persons  became  very  interested  in  and  involved  with  the 
project.     The  consultant  benefited  by  being  able  to  show  material  to  a 
small  group  before  presenting  it  to  the  larger  PWC .     Suggestions  made  at 
Coordination  Meetings  often  made  material  more  understandable  when  it 
was  presented  to  the  general  public. 

Neighborhood  Meetings 

It  was  recognized  that  the  first  two  levels  of  meetings  could 
reach  only  a  small  proportion  of  study  area  residents.     It  was  important 
to  inform  others  and  get  more  people  to  come  to  the  PWC  and  Coordination 
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Meetings.     This  was  particularly  true  for  areas  of  Dorchester  and  Mattapan 
which  had  not  previously  been  a  part  of  the  Southwest  Corridor  process. 
Rather  than  organize  meetings  from  scratch,  it  was  decided  to  work  through 
the  many  neighborhood  groups   already     in  existence  throughout  the 
study  area.     These  groups  were  contacted  and  usually  were  receptive  to 
giving  the  liaison  staff  time  during  their  regular  meetings.     On  less  fre- 
quent occasions,  special  meetings  were  set  up  for  the  sole  purpose  of  the 
Replacement/Transit  Improvement    Study.     A  schedule  of  these  meetings 
is  given  in  Table  5.2  and  meeting  locations  are  plotted  in  Figure  5.4. 

The  neighborhood  meetings  gave  the  liaison  team  a  better  under- 
standing of  the  needs  of  study  area  residents.     They  also  helped  to  stim- 
ulate attendance  at  the  other  types  of  meetings  and  to  broaden  the  base  of 
community  interest  in  the  project. 


ISSUES 

Current  Transit  Service 

The  study's  goal  is  improvement  of  the  area's  transportation  system. 
How  people  react  to  potential  improvements  and  various  transportation 
modes  depends,  to  a  large  extent,  on  how  they  feel  about  the  transit  sys- 
tem they're  now  using  or  not  using.     Thus,  the  community  was  encouraged 
to  express  their  concerns  about  transportation  at  meetings,  in  questionnaires 
and  by  means  of  individual  phone  calls.     Some  of  these  concerns  are  shown 
below: 

"I  don't  care  about  new  systems.     Make  the  one  we  have  now  work!" 

"I  think  the  present  transit  system  is  great." 

"Nobody  wants  a  bus." 

"With  buses  there  is  no  physical  evidence  of  a  transit  system 
and  people  don't  believe  their  bus  will  come." 

"Why  do  you  change  the  schedule  four  times  a  year?" 

"Can  they  put  two-way  radios  in  the  buses?" 

"Come  up  with  a  schedule,  post  it,  and  follow  it.  " 

"Put  route  signs  on  the  back  of  buses." 

The  crux  of  these  comments  was  that  people  were  at  least  initially 
less  interested  in  future  improvements  than  in  current  services.  To  gain 
credibility  for  future  systems,  the  liaison  team  had  to  deal  first  with  to- 
day's problems  (see  next  section). 
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TABLE    5.2 
NEIGHBORHOOD 


MEETINGS    AND    PRESENTATIONS 


March  14  Haynes  House,  Roxbury  June  6 

March  14  Uphams  Comer  Little  City  Hall  June  6 

March  18  Fields  Comer  Little  City  Hall  June  7 

March  18  Mattapan  Little  City  Hall  June  8 

March  31  8  Streets  Neighborhood,  South  End  June  8 

April  4  Jones  Hill  Association,  Dorchester  June  9 

April  5  Mattapan  Board  of  Trade  June  14 

April  5  Roxbury  APAC  June  15 

April  6  Union  Park  Association,  South  End  June  20 

April  6  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition  Board  June  21 

Meeting  July  1 

Aprils  Pilgrim  Church,  Upham's  Comer  July  5 

April  8  Fields  Comer  Little  City  Hall  July  12 

April  12  Blackstone  School  -  South  End  Task  July  13 

Force  July  19 

April  12  Mattapan  Little  City  Hall  July  20 

April  13  South  End  Project  Area  Committee  July  21 

April  14  Mattapan  Block  Association  July  23 

April  19  Upton  Street  Neighborhood  Association  July  23 

April  19  Roxbury  -  North  Dorchester  APAC  July  25 

April  19  Haynes  House,  Roxbury  August  9 

April  19  Columbia  Savin  Hill  Association  August  10 

April  21  Dorchester  United  Neighbors  August  16 

Ass'n  (DUNA)  September  1 

April  27  Pope's  Hill  Neighborhood  Ass'n,  September  2 

Dorchester  September  25 

April  28  Mass.  College  of  Art  September  26 

May  1  Rosewood  Street  Ass'n,  Mattapan  September  26 

May  2  -    Tenant  Policy  Committee  September  29 

May  3  Mattapan  Branch  Library  October  3 

May  3  Dorchester  APAC  October  3 

May  3  Boston  School  Group  (ten  8th  graders) 

May  4  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition  October  4 

May  5  Salvation  Army  Grass  Roots  Community  October  4 

Group  October  5 

May  9  Gallivan  Blvd.  Tenants  (task  force)  October  6 

May  10  Mt.  Bowdoin  Betterment  Association  Octobers 

May  10  Women  Inc.  Halfway  House,  Roxbury  October  5 

May  12  Cooper  Day  Care  Parents,  South  End  October  11 

May  13  Spanish  Alliance,  Roxbury  October  11 

May  14  Rosewood  St.  Association,  Mattapan  October  12 

May  17  Manahunt  Community  School  October  14 

May  17  Lena  Park  Civic  Ass'n  October  16 

May  25  Roxbury  Community  Health  Building  October  18 

May  25  Lindsey  Street  Block  Ass'n,  Dorchester  October  18 

May  31  Tenant  Policy  Council  October  19 

June  2  Roxbury  YMCA  October  20 

June  3  Lower  Roxbury  Corporation  October  20 

June  5  Ashmont  Hill  Civic  Ass'n  November  2 


Jones  Hill  Civic  Ass'n  ,  Dorchester 

Dorchester  Lower  Mills  Ass'n  VFW  Post 

Mt.  Bowdoin  Betterment  Ass'n 

Roxbury  Youth  Resource  Center 

IBA  -  Inqulrinos  Boricuas  en  Acclon,  South  End 

Freedom    House  Golden  Aires 

Holland  School,  Dorchester 

South  End  Committee  on  Transportation 

Inquillnos  Boricuas  en  Acclon 

South  End  Task  Force 

Roxbury  Action  Program 

Ebenezer  Baptist  Church 

Bay  Village 

Elma  Lewis  School  of  Fine  Arts 

St.  Mark's  Congregational  Church 

St.  Mary's  Catholic  Church 

Southwest  Corridor  Coalition 

Mattapan  Street  Fair 

Uphams  Comer  Street  Fair 

Messinger  Street  Citizens  Group 

Roxbury    Highlands   Ass'n 

113A  Paseo  Borlken  -   Spanish  Res.  Group 

Dorchester  Fair  Share 

Presentation  to  City  of  Boston  Agencies 

Roxbury  Multi-Service  Center 

Union  United  Methodist  Church 

1701  House  Elderly  Residents,   South  End 

Melville  Park  Ass'n,  Dorchester 

Ronan  Neighborhood  Ass'n,   Dorchester 

Tenant  Policy  Council 

Worcester  Sq .  Area  Neighborhood  Ass'n 

South  End 

Dudley  Merchants  Ass'n 

Codman  Square  Civic  Association 

Roxbury  Action  Program 

Smith  House,  Lower  Roxbury 

DUNA  Executive  Board 

Blue  Hill  Avenue  Commission 

Roxbury  Highlands  Ass'n 

Jones  Hill  Civic  Ass'n 

Elma  Lewis  School 

Codman  Hill  Civic  Ass'n 

Cathedral  Church,   South  End 

St.  Mark's  Church,  Roxbury 

Roxbury  APAC 

South  End  Project  Area  Committee 

Lena  Park  Civic  Ass'n 

Dorchester  United  Neighbors  Ass'n 

Lena  Park  Civic  Ass'n 
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Outside  Influences  During  Phase  I 

A  number  of  outside  forces  were  acting  on  the  study  during  this  phase 
which  involved  frequent  shifting  of  the  framework  of  the  study.     In  all  com- 
munity contacts  ,  particular  care  was  taken  to  put  these  events  into  proper 
context  and  indicate  their  impact  on  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement 
Study: 

a)  The  Mayor's  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Commission  was  announced  (April,   1977). 

b)  The  implementation  phase  of  the  "Auto  Restricted  Zone"  in  the 
downtown  commercial  section  was  announced  (September,   1977). 

c)  Construction  to  upgrade  the  Midland  Railroad  Line  was  started 
(June,   1977). 

d)  The  City's  "Boston  Plan"  was  published    (August,   1977). 

e)  The  Relocated  Orange  Line  engineering  and  associated  com- 
munity liaison  efforts  were  begun  (May,   1977). 

f)  Repairs  were  made  to  the  existing  elevated  line  (August,   1977) 
including  a  new  contract  for  emergency  steelwork. 

Associated  Activities  (Spin  Off  Results) 

Unanticipated  benefits  and  developments  occurred  as  a  result  of 
the  study.     These  included: 

Midland  Railroad  interim  improvements  during  the  Orange  Line 
relocation  project 

Survey  of  current  service 

Mutual  assistance  to  and  from  the  Orange  Line  relocation 
project 

Additional  communication  to  the  community  about  ongoing 
MBTA,  DPW  and  BRA  programs 

Midland  Interim  Improvements:      The  study  identified  a  major  con- 
cern about  the  Midland  Rail  Line  and  its  affect  on  the  community.     The 
Dorchester  community  was  concerned  that  the  interim  commuter  rail  ser- 
vice planned  for  the  Midland  Branch  would  not  provide  their  community 
with  any  transportation  benefits.     These  concerns  were  relayed  to  the 
MBTA's  Southwest  Corridor  office.     The  MBTA  responded  by  making  a 
commitment  to: 

add  3  new  railroad  stops  on  this  line 

plan  a  safety  education  program  for  area  grade  schools 

provide  specially  designed  barriers  to  prevent  unauthorized 
crossing  of  the  tracks  at  problem  locations 
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Survey  of  Current  Service:      In  order  to  confirm  reports  of  poor  bus 
services,  the  liaison  team  in  cooperation  with  MBTA  Community  Affairs 
and  local  temporary  employees  tallied  the  performance  of  several  bus 
routes  .     The  results  verified  many  of  the  complaints  heard  within  the 
community,  in  that  a  number  of  runs  were  not  made  on  one  of  the  routes. 
As  a  result,  the  MBTA  is  reviewing  other  bus  routes  in  the  system  in  a 
similar  manner. 

Relationship  to  Orange  Line  Relocation  Project  Process:     Engineer- 
ing for  the  Orange  Line  Relocation  Project  started  during  Phase  I  of  this 
study.     The  following  liaison  activities  were  incorporated  into  the  study 
as  a  consequence: 

Resolving  community  confusion  between  the  two  projects 

Coordinating  with  community  meetings  and  consultants  doing 
work  on  the  Relocation  Project 

Submitting  articles  on  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement 
Study  for  inclusion  in  the  Southwest  Corridor  Project  Newsletter 

Communication  about  Ongoing  MBTA  Programs:      The  intense  contact 
with  residents  in  the  study  area  provided  both  an  opportunity  and  a  re- 
sponsibility for  the  MBTA  and  the  consultant  team  to  inform  people  of  cur- 
rent programs  that  occurred  concurrently  with  Phase  I  such  as: 

Repair  of  the  Elevated  Orange  Line 

Temporary  closing  and  repair  of  the  Mattapan-Afehmont  TrolleyLine 

Ashmont  Station  upgrading 

Crosstown  Street  design 

In  addition,  basic  MBTA  service  information  (maps,  schedules,  etc.) 
were  distributed  at  the  site  office  and  at  meetings. 


SUMMARY    OF    COMMUNITY    CONCERNS 

A  wide  variety  of  community  concerns  were  heard  during  the  course  of 
Phase  I,  and  the  major  concerns  seem  to  be: 

Providing  the  service  specified  on  the  current  schedule  is  a  nec- 
essary pre-condition  to  additional  transit  improvements. 

Rapid  transit  services  in  the  study  area  have  been  more  reliable 
than  buses  in  the  past,  increasing  the  community's  skepticism 
about  new  bus  service. 

Cost  of  transit  system  implementation  is  less  important  than 
how  the  system  will  stimulate  development  and  employment  in 
the  area. 
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Payment  of  fares  for  transfers  in  a  generally  low  income  area  is 
an  added  economic  hardship. 

Skepticism  that  the  "el"  will  ever  be  torn  down. 

Concern  that  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  will 
produce  a  solution  acceptable  to  the  MBTA  rather  than  the 
community. 

These  concerns  will  continue  to  be  addressed  during  Phase  11. 
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CHAPTER  6      SERVICE  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

This  Chapter  presents  an  analysis  of  current  transit  service  to  identify 
both  long  and  short  term  transportation  improvements  indicated  for  the  study 
area.     Following  up  on  potential  long-term  improvements  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study.     Follow-up  work  on  the  short- 
range  improvements  was  outside  the   scope  of  the  study.      However,  as  will 
be  discussed  latei  ,  the  MRTA  cerformed  subsequent  work  based  on  informa- 
tion and  recommendatlr  as  from  the  R/TIS  .     In  some  instances,  comments 
are  applicable  to  service  outside  or  at  the  ooundaries  of  the  study  area  and 
would  not  necessarily  be  resolved  by  the  outcome  of  this  study.     These 
latter  issues  were  discussed  during  Phase  I  and  are  presented  here  for  in- 
formational purposes. 

The  Chapter  initially  presents  a  brief  evaluation  of  rail  transit  ser- 
vices.    It  then  summarizes  the  MBTA's  guidelines  for  surface  transporta- 
tion.    The  remainder  of  the  Chapter  discusses  how  existing  transit  services 
in  the  study  area  measure  up  to  these  and  other  guidelines. 

RAIL    TRANSIT    SERVICE 

Overall  Evaluation 

The  two  basic  rail  services  in  the  study  area,  the  Orange  Line  (on  ex- 
isting and  relocated  alignments),  and  the  Ashmont  Branch  of  the  Red  Line 
(including  the  Mattapan  line),  have  been  described  in  some  detail  in  Chap- 
ter 3 . 

The  Orange  Line  will  be  relocated  to  the  boundary'  of  the  defined 
study  area.    Its  stations  will  be  spaced  more  closely  than  at  present,  and  its 
operating  speed  will  be  increased  due  to  better  alignment  and  structural 
characteristics.    It  will  provide  direct  service  to  the  Prudential  and  Back 
Bay  areas  and  have  a  stop  in  the  South  Cove  area ,     all  of  which  are  now 
lacking  and  are  of  vital  importance  due  to  recent  and  expected  growth  of 
the  region's  core.    As  at  present,  the  line  will  run  through  the  heart  of 
downtown  Boston  and  provide  free  transfers  to  the  Red,  Green  and  Blue 
Lines  at  various  points  . 

The  Ashmont  Branch  of  the  Red  Line  serves  the  eastern  edge  of  the 
study  area.     However,  due  primarily  to  an  inadequate  street  system, 
its  service  area  in  terms  of  feeder  bus  service  is  somewhat  limited.     A 
problem  expressed  by  community  residents  is  the  fact  that  service  on 
the  Quincy  Branch  of  the  Red  Line  goes  by,  but  does  not  stop  at,  Colum- 
bia and  Savin  Hill  Stations,  thus  cutting  down  on  the  service.     This 
split  service  decreases  peak  hour  frequency  on  Ashmont  and  Quincy 
branches  because  of  capacity  in  the  section  between  Andrew  and  Har- 
vard Square  Stations  .     Current  peak  hour  headways  are  6  minutes  .     The 
Red  Line  does  not  have  nearly  as  good  downtown  coverage  as  the  Orange 
Line  and  does  not  provide  a  transfer  to  the  Blue  Line. 
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Community  Perception  of  Current  Rail  Service 

Community  perception  of  existing  transit  service  was  discerned  through 
two  data  sources  developed  for  the  study.     The  first  source  was  the  one  page 
suggestion  sheet  shown  in  Figure  5.2  requesting  that  respondents  provide 
information  concerning  level  of  service  usage,  reasons  for  usage,  problems 
with  existing   services,  and  recommendations  for  service  improvements.     This 
is  an  on-going  process  and,  to  date,  over  250  questionnaires  have  been  com- 
pleted and  returned  for  review. 

Almost  half  (48%)  of  the  persons  filling  out  suggestion  sheets  cited  in- 
adequate service  on  the  rail  lines  as  conveyed  by  comments  on  poor  sched- 
uling,  long  waits  or  overcrowded  conditions.     Other  major  comments  con- 
cerned poor  service  to  non-downtown  points  (16%),  trains  in  poor  condi- 
tion (15%)  and  crime  (11%). 

The  second  data  source  was  part  of  a  ridership  survey  given  to  pass- 
engers using  the  Orange  Line  South  and  selected  Red  Line  Ashmont  Branch 
rapid  transit  stations   (see  Appendix  B) .     The  survey  form  provided  space  for 
personal  comment  concerning  existing  service.    Approximately  40  per  cent 
of  the  4,500  respondents  volunteered  comments  on  rail  transit  service.     Re- 
sponses from  those  persons  filling  out  survey  questionnaires  are  given  In 
Table  6,1  . 


TABLE    6.1 

COMMENTS    ON    RAIL    SERVICE    FROM    RIDER    SURVEY 

Percent  of  Respondents 


Not  enough  trains 

Train  in  poor  condition 

Poor  station  conditions 

Poor  winter  service 

Poor  climate  control 

Poor  service  weekends  &  evenings 

More  express  trains 

Trains  not  stopping 

Operating  speed  too  slow 

Lack  of  information    . 

Persons  illegally  smoking  on  trains 

Good  Service 

Lack  of  security 

Poor  employee  attitudes 

Poor  track  conditions 

Fares  too  high 

Not  enough  crosstown  service 

Operating  speed  too  fast 

Limited  parking  at  station 


Orange 

Red 
42% 

Green 
81% 

Overall 

2  7% 

3  7% 

15 

20 

37 

19 

15 

8 

4 

12 

10 

10 

18 

11 

8 

10 

13 

10 

7 

7 

14 

7 

10 

4 

1 

7 

8 

7 

0 

7 

5 

7 

23 

7 

5 

8 

0 

6 

6 

4 

0 

5 

6 

6 

0 

5 

5 

4 

0 

4 

3 

4 

6 

4 

6 

1 

4 

4 

4 

5 

1 

4 

2 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

2 

1 

0 

2 
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The  Orange  Line  accounted  for  57%  of  all  responses,  the  Red  Line  for  38% 
and  the  Green  Line  for  8%.      (Note:  Green  Line  comments  were  made  by  riders 
of  either  Orange  or  Red  Lines  who  also  use  the  Green  Line.) 


MBTA    SERVICE    POLICY    GUIDELINES    AND    STANDARDS 

In  January  1976,  the  MBTA  adopted  its  first  complete  statement  of 
service  policy  for  its  conventional  surface  transit  network  of  bus,  track- 
less trolley  and  surface  streetcar  operations.      (Note:  eventually  this  policy 
document  will  be  integrated  into  a  comprehensive  public  transportation 
service  policy  for  the  Authority,  covering  surface  transit,  rapid  transit 
and  commuter  rail  operations,  as  well  as  specialized  transport  services 
for  the  elderly  and  handicapped  or  other  special  market  groups.)     The  gen- 
eral purpose  of  the  Service  Policy  for  Surface  Public  Transportation  is  to 
develop  a  management  capability  for  guiding  the  operation  and  improve- 
ment of  surface  transit  services  within  the  seventy-nine  communities 
comprising  the  MBTA  District.     Specific  objectives  of  the  Policy  are  to: 

Provide  a  uniform  and  effective  basis  for  evaluating  the 
relative  costs,  benefits  and  overall  performance  of  indi- 
vidual services 

Provide  a  responsive  and  effective  methodology  for  establish- 
ing new  services  and  improvements  to  existing  services 

The  intent  of  this  section  is  to  review  and  summarize  those  ser- 
vice standards  developed  by  the  MBTA  Service  Policy  that  evaluate  sur- 
face  transit  effectiveness.     The  standards  described  in  this  section  will 
serve,   in  part,  as  criteria  for  this  Study  to  define  service  deficiencies 
on  existing  bus  routes,  in  addition  to  providing  a  consistent  basis 
for  determining  applicability  of  recommended  service  improvements . 


Service  Design  Guidelines 

These  guidelines  are  used  to  plan  new  surface  services  and  mod- 
ifications of  existing  routes.     Included  in  this  discussion  are  such 
characteristics  as  route  spacing,  directness  of  service,  route  layout, 
service  frequency,  span  of  service,  stop  spacing,  shelters  and  market 
potential . 

Route  Spacing  is  a  measure  of  transit  accessibility  which  in  turn 
influences  the  attractiveness  of  transit  service.     For  regular  fixed-route 
service  the  following  conditions  apply: 


i 
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In  an  area  with  a  population  density  in  excess  of  4,000  persons 
per  square  mile,  service  will  be  provided  to  within  at  least  one- 
half  mile  of  at  least  90%  of  all  residents. 

For-regular  fixed-route  service,  the  route  spacing  guide  shown 
in  Table  6.2  will  be  used. 


TABLE  6.2 

ROUTE  SPACING  STANDARDS  FOR  BUS  AND 

TRACKLESS  TROLLEY  SERVICE 


Population 

Route  Miles 

Per  Sq.  Mi. 

Average 

Spaci 

ng  (Miles) 

per 

(thousands) 

Feeder 

Crosstown 

Sq.  Mi. 

Over  12 

0.40 

0.60 

4.00 

10-12 

0.50 

0.75 

3.33 

8-10 

0.60 

0.90 

2.67 

6-8 

0.80 

1.20 

2.00 

4-6 

1.00 

1.50 

1.67 

2-4 

1.00 

-- 

1.00 

Under  2 

2.00 

— 

0.50 

The  location  of  service  types  other  than  regular-route  service 
will  be  determined  by  market  potential  except  that  express- 
type  service  will  not  be  operated  in  competition  with  other 
services  performing  a  line  haul  function. 

Directness  of  Service  reflects  travel  times  between  points  and  the 
percentage  of  transfers  made  In  a  transit  system;   therefore: 

No  more  than  25%  of  the  bus  system's  customers  should  require 
more  than  one  vehicle  to  complete  their  trip  by  surface  transit. 

When  two  separate  routes  having  common  termini  exhibit  an 
average  transfer  rate  of  20%  or  more  of  total  passengers  per 
hour,  then  the  two  routes  become  candidates  for  linking  into 
one  through  route. 

Scheduled  leave/arrive  times  for  routes  having  common  ter- 
mini will  be  coordinated  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

In  instances  where  a  route  extension  of  one  mile  or  less  would 
eliminate  a  transfer,  such  extension  will  be  implemented  if 
20%  or  more  of  total  passengers  make  the  transfer. 

Route  Layout  will  be  as  direct  as  possible,  avoiding  circuitous  paths. 
Deviations  from  the  basic  alignment  will  be  minimized,  but  will  not  exceed 
eight  minutes  round  trip  and  will  only  be  permitted  if  the  market  potential  is 
ten  new  customers  per  round  trip. 
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Service  Frequency  or  headway  will  be  established  to  provide  a 
sufficient  number  of  vehicles  past  the  maximum  load  point(s)  on  a  route 
to  accommodate  the  passenger  volume  within  the  loading  standards  es- 
tablished (Service  Performance  Standards^     In  addition: 

Headways  on  all  regular  route  services  will  be  set  to  corres- 
pond with  clock-face  values  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

Where  passenger  loads  are  excessively  light,  a  "policy  head- 
way" or  minimum  service  level  will  be  used  for  regular  route 
service.     For  regular-route  bus  and  trackless  trolley  ser- 
vices, a  minimum  service  level  of  30  minutes  during  peak 
and  midday  periods  will  be  imposed. 

Span  of  Service   applies  to  the  hours  and  days  that  new  or  existing 
service  is  to  be  operated.     A  "full  service  route"  is  one  that  operates 
seven  days  a  week  and  a  minimum  of  sixteen  consecutive  hours  per  day. 
A  "partial  service  route"  is  one  that  operates  less  than  seven  days  a. week 
or  sixteen  hours  a  day.     All  regular  route  service  will  operate  for  a  min- 
imum of  five  days  a  week  (Monday  -  Friday)  and  twelve  hours  a  day  (6 
A.M.  -  6  P.M.). 

Passenger  Stops  or  bus  stops,  in  residential  areas,  will  be  spaced 
at  a  maximum  of  eight  per  mile.  In  commercial  areas,  bus  stops  will  be 
spaced  at  a  maximum  of  twelve  per  mile. 

Passenger  Shelters  are  to  be  placed  based  on  two  major  factors: 
the  number  of  boarding  and/or  transferring  passengers  at  a  specific  stop 
and  the  frequency  of  service  at  the  stop. 

Shelters  should  be  provided  at  all  stops  which  serve  300  or 
more  boarding  and/or  transferring  passengers  during  the  course 
of  a  typical  weekday. 

Guidelines  for  establishing  priorities  in  the  placement  of 
shelters  are  described  in  Table  6.3. 


TABLE    6.3 

BUS    SHELTER    PRIORrTY    GUIDE 


Total  Number 

Av. 

erage 

Peak 

Period  Fr« 

squenc 

■y. 

of  Riders  * 

15 

min 

.  or  more 
1st 

5j 

-15  min. 
1st 

5_ 

mir 

1.  or  less 

500  or  more 

1st 

450-499 

2nd 

2nd 

4th 

400-449 

2nd 

2nd 

4th 

350-399 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

300-349 

3rd 

3rd 

4th 

*    Boarding  and  alighting  riders  during  a  typical  weekday 
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Market  Potential  is  concerned  with  the  level  of  demand  for  proposed 
transit  service.     The  proposed  service  should  not  include  demand  generated 
through  a  duplication  of  any  existing  services.     The  proposed  service  must 
meet  at  least  one  of  the  following  qualifications: 

The  general  area  to  be  served  must  have  a  minimum  average 
density  of  2,000  persons  per  square  mile. 

Projected  ridership  must  average  better  than  25  passengers 
per  proposed  vehicle  hour  of  service. 

Projected  ridership  must  average  better  than  2.0  passengers 
per  proposed  revenue  mile  of  service. 

Service  Performance  Standards 


This  component  establishes  guidelines  which  set  minimum  perform- 
ance standards  in  such  areas  as  operating  speed,  load  factors,  economic 
productivity  and  schedule  adherence. 

Speed  is  a  measure  of  both  average  operating  speed  which  excludes 
recovery  time  and  average  schedule  speed  which  includes  recovery  time. 
Recovery  time  is  defined  as  the  amount  of  time  built  into  a  route's  sched- 
ule to  allow  a  bus  to  maintain  its  schedule  through  variable  traffic  con- 
ditions during  a  day.     For  all  existing  routes  the  following  conditions 
apply: 

Any  service  having  an  average  operating  speed  (no  layover) 
less  than  the  prevailing  system  operating  standard  (11.7 
m.p.h.    in  Spring,   19771  will  be  considered  for  an  analysis 
for  improvement. 

Any  service  having  an  average  schedule  speed  less  than  the 
prevailing  system  schedule  standard  (8.7  m.p.h.  in  1977) 
will  be  considered  for  an  analysis  for  improvement. 

Load  Factors  are  expressed  as  a  percent  of  the  seating  capacity  of 
a  vehicle  at  the  maximum  ridership  or  load  point(s1  of  a  particular  route. 
The  load  standards  given  in  Table  6.4  are  maximum  standards  in  that  the 
frequency  of  service  on  a  route  must  be  set  so  that  the  standards  are  not 
exceeded  during  the  time  period  being  analyzed.     The  numbers  indicate 
an  average  load  factor  for  the  entire  time  period  shown.     The  standards 
may  be  exceeded  for  individual  trips  within  the  time  periods  shown.  (Note: 
even  if  load  factors  are  at  or  below  standards  given  in  Table  6.4.,  addi- 
tional service  should  be  instituted  if  customers  are  found  to  be  standing 
on  the  vehicle  for  more  than  10  minutes.) 
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TABLE    6.4 

MAXIMUM    LOAD    STANDARDS 


Service 
Function 


(Per  Cent  of  Seats  Occupied) 


Peak  30 

Total  Peak 

Midday 

Evening 

Minutes 

Period 

Period 

Period 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

140% 

120% 

100% 

100% 

140% 

120% 

100% 

100% 

Line  haul  Bus 
(Downtown  limited  stops) 

Feeder  Bus 
(Serves  rapid  transit) 

Crosstown  Bus 
"(Oriented  away  from 
Downtown) 

Inter-town  Bus  140%  120%  100%  100% 

(between  towns) 

Intra-community  Bus  120%  110%  100%  100% 

(sen/es  specific  community) 

Surface  Street-car  (PCC)  2j0%  160%  100%  100% 

Economic  Productivity  is  a  measure  of  actual  revenue  generated  by 
a  service  as  compared  to  the  cost  incurred  due  to  that  service.     For  regular 
routes,  a  minimum  ratio  of  revenue  to  operating  cost  of  0.3  should  be  main- 
tained.    For  premium  routes   (i.e.,  express  buses),  this  ratio  should  be  a 
minimum  of  0  .  5  •     In  addition: 

A  service  must  maintain  an  average  of  at  least  15  passengers 
per  revenue  hour  during  the  time  period  being  analyzed. 

A  service  must  maintain  passenger  per  mile  averages  of  2 . 5  for 
peak  periods  and  1.5  for  off-peak  periods. 

Social  Standards .     For  a  service  where  either  60%  or  more  of  the 
average  daily  ridership  is  transit-dependent  (no  automobile  available  for 
the  trip)  or  2  5%  or  more  of  the  average  daily  ridership  is  elderly  and/or 
handicapped,  then  the  following  economic  productivity  standards  will 
apply: 

A  minimum  ratio  of  revenue  to  operating  cost  of  .  1  5  for 
regular  route  service  and  .25  for  premium  service. 

At  least  10  passengers  generated  per  revenue  hour  during 
the  time  period  being  analyzed. 

Passenger  per  mile  averages  of  at  least  2.5  for  peak  periods 
and  1  .0  for  off-peak  periods. 
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Environmental  Standard.      If  the  number  of  automobile  vehicle  miles 
of  travel  (VMT)  reduced  through  operation  of  the  service  totals  200  or  more 
per  revenue  hour  operated  during  the  time  period  being  analyzed,  then  the 
economic  productivities  given  for  Social  Standards  will  be  effective. 

System  Impact  Standard.  If  60%  or  more  of  the  patrons  of  a  service 
transfer  to  another  service  during  the  time  period  being  analyzed,  then  the 
economic  productivities  given  for  Social  Standards  will  be  effective. 

Schedule  Adherence.        Time  of  departure  at  the  terminal  points  of  a 
route  will  be  exact.     Approximate  "leave"  times  will  be  determined  at  in- 
termediate points  (i.e.,  major  street  intersections  and  activity  centers) 
along  a  route.     No  trip  will  leave  a  terminal  point  ahead  of  the  scheduled 
"leave"  time.     Standards  of  schedule  adherence  are  that  95  per  cent  of  all 
services  having  10  minute  or  longer  headway  and  80  per  cent  of  other  ser- 
vices must  stay  within  5  minutes  of  schedule. 


COMMUNITY    PERCEPTION    OF  CURRENT    BUS    SERVICE 

Comments  on  Existing  Bus  Services 

Comments  on  bus  service  received  from  the  two  data  sources  de- 
scribea  previously  are  tabulated  in  Table  5.5.     The  most  commonly  ex- 
pressed concern  pertained  to  schedule  adherence.     Over  forty  percent 
of  the  respondents  from  both  surveys  mentioned  poor  schedule  adherence 
as  a  chronic  problem.     Schedule  adherence  was  often  described  as  ex- 
cessive waiting,  or,   "buses  always  running  late." 

TABLE    6.5 

COMMUNITY    COMMENTS    ON    BUS    SERVICE 

Percent  of  Respondents 


Suggestion 

Comment 

Rid 

sr  Survey 

42% 

Sheets 

Poor  Schedule  Adherence 

44% 

Overcrowding 

34% 

47% 

Poor  Driver  Attitude 

15% 

5% 

Smoking  on  Bus 

10% 

6% 

Dirty  Buses 

9% 

7% 

Slow  Service 

9% 

12% 

Over  one  hundred  persons  out  of  a  total  of  700  respondents  in  both  sur- 
veys cited  cases  where  buses  did  not  arrive,  particularly  during  evening  per- 
iods.    In  many  instances  respondents  mentioned  that  they  would  not  use  the 
system  because  of  poor  schedule  reliability  and  excessive  waiting,  parti- 
cularly during  evening  periods.     Although  many  routes  were  listed.  Route  29  - 
Mattapan  to  Egleston  and  Route  44  -  Seaver  Street  to  Dudley  were  cited  as 
severely  deficient  in  schedule  reliability. 
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other  critical  comments  concerned  overcrowding  and  excessive  travel 
times.     Route  22  -  Ashmont  to  Dudley  via  Talbot,  Route  23  -  Ashmont  to 
Dudley  via  Washington,   Route  29  -  Mattapan  to  Dudley,  Route  44  -  Seaver 
Street  to  Dudley,   Route  43  -  Egleston  to  Park     Street  and  Route  45  -  Franklin 
Park  to  Dudley  were  cited  by  users  of  these  lines  as  chronically  overcrowded. 
Route  44  -  Seaver  Street  to  Dudley  via  Humboldt  Avenue  was  consistently  men- 
tioned as  having  slow  service. 

A  number  of  comments  involved  the  condition  of  equipment  and  bus 
driver  attitude.     Approximately  9  per  cent  of  the  respondents  from  the  rider 
survey  cited  buses  that  are  constantly  dirty  with  debris   (paper,  cans,  bot- 
tles, etc.)  and  15  per  cent  of  the  respondents  cited  discourteous  bus  drivers 
who  refuse  to  give  information  when  requested.     Although  these  condi- 
tions were  cited  for  routes  throughout  the  study  area.  Route  29  -  Matta- 
pan to  Egleston  received  a  considerable  number  of  complaints  concerning 
inconsiderate  bus  drivers.     Several  respondents  said  that  bus  drivers 
occasionally  failed  to  stop  at  designated  bus  stops  during  periods  when 
the  bus  was  not  crowded.    Violation  of  the  no  smoking  provisions  was 
ranked  fourth  in  the  rider  survey. 

Corr.m ents  pp^taining  tc  New  Services 

A  wide  variei  y  of  suggestions  for  new  services  or  for  modifications 
of  existing  services  were  received  from  the  community.     However,   in  most 
cases  the  number  of  common  suggestions  for  a  recommended  new  service 
were  few. 

There  were  two  exceptions  to  this  .     A  considerable  number  of  re- 
spondents mentioned  that  existing  MBTA  services  to  the  Back  Bay  are  too 
time  consuming  because  of  transfers  and  circuitous  routing.      (Note:  the 
relocated  Orange  Line  will  help  alleviate  this  problem. ■>     In  addition, 
many  respondents  in  the  Mattapan  -  Franklin  Field  areas  expressed  a 
desire  for  direct  bus  service  to  Dudley  Station.     Currently,  access  to 
Dudley  from  these  areas  requires  a  transfer  from  the  Route  29  bus  at 
either  Egleston  Station  or  Grove  Hall. 


TECHNICAL    EVALUATION    OF    CURRENT    BUS    SERVICE 

Residential  Coverage 

To  a  large  extent,  the  attractiveness  of  a  particular  bus  route  is  de- 
termined by  its  accessibility  to  persons  along  the  route.     A  simple  measure 
of  this  variable  is  the  distance  between  the  route  alignment  and  origin  of 
the  user's  trip.     To  measure  accessibility,  a  maximum  walk  of  1/4  mile  to 
a  bus  route  or  1/2  mile  spacing  between  routes  was  used  as  a  standard.    The 
1/4  mile  service  area  (equivalent  to  approximately  a  5-minute  walk)  is  a 
national  guideline  recommended  by  the  Institute  for  Transportation  of  the 
American  Public  Works  Association  in  1973  and  is  equivalent  to  the  MBTA 
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standards  of  1/2  mile  spacing  of  routes  in  an  area  having  the  population 
density  of  the  study  area  (see  Table  6.2).    Superimposing  this  standard 
on  a  mep  of  study  area  population  produced  the  results  shown  in  Table  6.6, 

Table  6.6  shows  that  the  vast  majority  of  study  area  residents 
are  provided  access  to  at  least  one  bus  route.     Service  coverage  ranges 
between  98  per  cent  of  study  area  population  during  peak  periods  to  96 
per  cent  during  evening  periods.     Thus  the  study  area  has  excellent 
overall  transit  coverage. 

Directness  of  Service 


This  is  a  measure  of  how  closely  service  corresponds  to  the  paths 
that  people  want  to  travel.     One  measure  of  determining  the  directness 
of  service  is  to  evaluate  transfers  required  in  order  to  complete  a  parti- 
cular travel  desire.     Another  is  total  trip  time.     This  analysis  describes 
existing  study  area  bus  services  in  terms  of  three  generic  travel  desires: 

Travel  between  the  study  area  and  downtown  Boston 
Travel  within  the  study  area 

Crosstown  ';''ctvel 


TABLE    6.6 

RESIDENTIAL    COVERAGE    OF   BUS    SERVICE 


Time  Period 

Daily  Peak  Period 
(maximum  service, 
6:30  -  9:30  AM, 
3:30  -  6:30  PM) 

Daily  Base  and 
Evening  Periods 
(all  times  other 
than  peak  period) 

Evening  Period 
(minimum  daily 
service,  6:30 
PM  -  1:00  AM) 


Population 

within  1/4 
Mile  of  Route 
(1/2  mile  spacing) 


Population 

Outside 
1/4  Mile 
Limit 


213,700  (98%)    4,300  (2%) 


211,000  (97%)    7,000  (3%) 


2  08,800  (9  6%)    9,200  (4%) 


Areas  Outside  Limit 

Sections  of:  Eastern  and 
Western  Mattapan,  Frank- 
lin Field  and  Franklin 
Field  South 


Areas  listed  above,  plus 
eastern  section  of  Frank- 
lin-Harvard neighborhood 

Areas  listed  above,  plus 
section  of  Uphams  Corner- 
Jones  Hill  neighborhood 
in  Dorchester  and  section 
of  South  End  between  Dover 
and  Northampton  Stations 
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This  analysis  is  more  qualitative  than  quantitative  due  to  a  scarcity 
of  data  on  transit  riders'  travel  characteristics.     However,  the  MBTA  has 
a  system-wide  data  collection  survey  planned  for  Spring,   1978,  which 
should  provide  the  data  required  for  a  quantitative  evaluation  of  current 
transfer  activity. 

Travel  Between  the  Study  Area  and  Downtown  Boston 

The  vast  majority  of  bus  routes  in  the  study  area  provide  feeder  ser- 
vices to  either  the  Orange  Line  or  Red  Line  Ashmont  Branch,  which,  in  turn, 
provide  service  to  the  Boston  Central  Business  District  (not  including  Back 
Bay"!  .     Few  bus  routes  within  the  area  provide  direct  downtown  accessibility 
because  of  a  generally  poor  downtown  street  system  with  traffic  congestion, 
and  a  good  downtown-oriented  rail  system.     Exceptions  are  Route  43  - 
Egleston  to  Park     Street  via  the  Boston  Common  Loop  which  provides  di- 
rect downtown  service  to  parts  of  Roxbury  and  the  South  End,  and  Route 
49  -  Northampton  to  Kneeland  Street  which  provides  service  to  the  south- 
ern edge  of  downtown  along  Washington  Street  in  the  South  End  except  dur- 
ing evening  periods. 

In  general,  the  existing  bus  network  provides  good  service  to  the 
Boston  CBD  from  the  study  area  since,  for  the  vast  majority  of  residents, 
the  bus  networ'<.  provides  relatively  direct  feeder  services  to  either  the 
Red  Line  or  Orange  Line.     However,   this  system  requires  transfer  time  at 
a  station  and  payment  of  an  additional  fare. 

Trips  Within  the  Study  Area 

Since  the  existing  bus  network  primarily  functions  as  a  rapid  transit 
feeder  system,  direct  service  linkage  of  points  within  the  study  area  often 
takes  a  secondary  role.     Travel  within  and  between  neighborhoods  often 
requires  at  least  one  transfer  between  buses,  and  this  transfer  is  likely 
to  be  made  at  rapid  transit  stations  which  are  not  always  conveniently 
located.     Transfers  between  bus  routes  are  particularly  difficult  if  routes 
do  not  adhere  to  schedule. 

Possibilities  for  direct  bus  service  within  and  between  Roxbury  and 
North  Dorchester  are  relatively  greater  than  other  neighborhoods  due  to 
the  greater  frequency  of  routes  within  these  neighborhoods  .     Only  limited 
service  is  possible  from  the  Franklin  Field  and  Mattapan  areas  where  mul- 
tiple transfer  requirements  are  necessary  for  many  trip  desires. 

In  addition  to  the  travel  constraints  imposed  by  transfer  require- 
ments,  the  impact  of  an  additional  fare  for  each  transfer  must  be  con- 
sidered in  an  area  where  median  income  is  well  below  average. 

Cross  town  Travel 

Since  most  bus  service  terminates  at  rapid  transit  stations,  cross- 
town  travel  to  areas  east  of  the  Ashmont  Line  and  west  of  the  Orange  Line 
generally  requires  transfers  between  buses  or  between  bus  and  rapid 
transit.     Dudley  Station,  where  buses  from  the  Fenway  area,  Brookline, 
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Allston  and  Cambridge  terminate,  is  the  major  transfer  point.    Most 
neighborhoods  of  the  study  area  have  direct  bus  service  to  Dudley. 
However,  getting  from  Mattapan  and   Franklin  Field  areas  to  Dudley 
Station  requires  transfer  to  the  Orange  Line  at  Egleston  or  to  another 
bus  at  Grove  Hall,  which  is  a  serious  shortcoming  in  the  service.    Some 
crosstown  trips  require  that  three  fares  be  paid. 

Direct  service  to  the  Back  Bay  (Copley  Square  -  Prudential  area) 
is  limited  to  sections  of  the  South  End  within  the  service  areas  of 
Route  9  -  City  Point  to  Copley  and  Route  63  -  East  Concord  Street  to 
Copley.     Access  between  South  Dorchester  and  the  remainder  of  the 
*  study  area  requires  a  transfer  at  either  Fields  Corner  or  Ashmont  Sta- 
tions . 

Quantitative  Measures  of  Performance 

The  MBTA  Service  Policy  has  categorized  routes  having  average 
operating  speeds  in  the  lowest  25  percentile  of  the  MBTA  system  as  de- 
ficient.    For  Spring,   1977,  this  minimum  operating  speed  standard  was 
approximately  11.7  m.p.h.     Figure  6.1  compares  study  area  bus  routes 
to  this  standard . 

Approximately  two-thirds  of  all  study  area  routes  for  peak  and  mid- 
day periods  have  operating  sp-^ed  deficiencies  of  varying  degrees.     During 
the  evening  period,  routes  with  sub-standard  operating  speeds  comprise 
approximately  one-fifth  of  all  routes  in  the  study  area. 

Route  68  -  Copley  to  East  Concord  Street  in  the  South  End,  has  the 
lowest  operating  speed  (5.3  m.p.h.1  of  all  routes  surveyed,  primarily  be- 
cause of  its  circuitous  routing.     Route  I  -  Harvard  to  Dudley,  Route  8  - 
Columbia  Point  to  Dudley,   Route  10  -  City  Point  to  Dudley,  Route  15  - 
Kane  Square  to  Dudley,  Route  49  -  Northampton  to  Knee  land  Street,  and 
Route  68  -  Copley  to  East  Concord  Street  have  operating  speeds  below 
9  m.p.h.  during  peak  and  midday  periods. 

Major  causes  of  low  operating  speeds  in  the  study  area  are  traffic 
congestion  (particularly  the  problem  of  double-parked  vehicles  during  the 
midday^  and  excessive  bus  stop  dwell  times  (amount  of  time  required  for 
boarding  or  disembarking)  due  to  heavy  ridership. 

Figure  6.1  also  compares  the  number  of  riders  counted  at  maximum 
load  points  with  the  number  of  available  bus  seats.     Data  are  tabulated 
for  two  periods,  the  entire  two  hour  peak  and  a  30-minute  "crush"  or  high- 
est loading  during  the  peak  period.     These  data  are  then  compared  with 
MBTA  standards   (see  Table  6.3)  or  120%  of  seating  capacity  during  peak 
periods  and  140%  during  the  "crush"  period.     As  Figure  6.1  shows.  Routes 
1,  9,   15,  22,  23,   29,  43,  44  and  45  all  have  rider  levels  above  the  MBTA 
standards.     In  addition,  several  other  routes  exhibit  ridership  levels  that 
approach  maximum  standards  . 
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Economic  Productivity 

Table  6.7  indicates  ratios  of  revenue  to  operating  cost  for  routes 
in  the  study  area  in  the  Spring  of  1977. 

Routes  having  ratios  below  the  MBTA  minimum  standard  for  econo- 
mic productivity  of  0.3  are  denoted  in  Table  6.7  and  include  Routes  8,   13, 
18,  19,  25,  26,  27,  30,  46  and  49.     Although  some  of  these  routes  prob- 
ably qualify  for  the  reduced  minimum  standard  of  .15  based  on  social  con- 
siderations, data  to  confirm  this  ajre  not  currently  available.    It  should 
be  noted  that  the  Authority's  highest  ratios  of  revenue  to  operating  cost  for 
local  buses  are  found  in  the  study  area,  particularly  Routes  1,  15,  17,  22, 
23,  43,  44,  45  and  47. 

Also  included  in  Table  6.7  is  the  average  number  of  round  trips 
scheduled  on  an  average  weekday.     Note  that,  with  few  exceptions, 
the  economic  productivity  of  a  route  is  closely  correlated  with  the  fre- 
quency of  its  service  (as  measured  in  weekly  round  trips).     The  reasons 
for  this  are  fairly  obvious.     Routes  which  show  good  rider  potential  and 
economic  productivity  are  more  likely  to  have  their  service  increased 
and  this  in  turn  generates  more  riders  and  a  higher  revenue/cost  ratio. 


CONCLUSIONS    AND    RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

The  major  conclusions  from  the  service  analysis  are  listed  below: 

1.  Improving  adherence  to  its  current  schedule  should  be  top 
priority  for  the  MBTA.     Many  users  and  potential  users  of  the 
transit  system  have  been  put  off  by  problems  of  long  waits  at 
a  bus  stop,  and  increasing  reliability  is  as  important  or  per- 
haps more  important,  than  increases  in  scheduled  service. 

2.  Rapid  transit  service  for  most  parts  of  the  study  area  is  reason- 
ably good  and  should  be  further  improved  when  the  relocated 
Orange  Line  is  constructed.     The  major  concern  is  that  Quincy 
Line  trains  do  not  stop  at  Columbia  Station. 

3.  Many  residents  want  direct  service  to  Dudley  from  Franklin 
Field  and  Mattapan  neighborhoods.  This  service  should  be 
instituted  on  at  I^ast  a  trial  basis  in  the  future. 

4.  Overall  bus  speeds  in  the  area  are  low  and  can  be  improved 
by  increasing  frequency  of  service  on  some  routes  (thereby 
reducing  the  number  of  boarding  and  alighting  passengers) 
and  by  making  traffic  engineering  improvements  (see  Chap- 
ter 7) . 

5.  Routes  1,  9,   15,  22,  23,  29,  44  and  4  5  are  often  overcrowded 
and  should  be  analyzed  for  possible  service  frequency  increases 
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TABLE    6.7 

RATIO    OF  REVENUE    TO    OPERATING    COST    FOR   BUSES 


Route 


1  Harvard  -  Dudley 

8  Columbia  Pt.  -  Dudley  * 

9  City  Point  -  Copley 

10  City  Point  -  Dudley 

13  Savin  Hill  -  Northampton* 

15  Kane  Sq.   -  Dudley 

16  Egleston  -  Andrew 

16A  Forest  Hills  -  U.  Mass. 

17  Fields  Corner  -  Andrew 

18  Ashmont  -  Andrew* 

19  Fields  Corner  -  Dudley* 

21  Ashmont  -  Forest  Hills 

22  Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Talbot) 

23  Ashmont  -  Dudley  (via  Washington) 
25  Ashmont  -  Gallivan  Boulevard* 

2  6  Ashmont  -  Norfolk  Street* 
2  7  Ashmont  -  Mattapan* 

28  Arborway  -  Mattapan 

29  Egleston  -  Mattapan 

30  Roslindale  Sq.  -  Mattapan* 

41  Dudley  -  Centre  &  Elliot  Sts . 

42  Dudley  -  Egleston 

43  Egleston  -  Stuart  Street 

44  Dudley  -  Seaver  Street 

45  Dudley  -  Franklin  Park 

46  Dudley  -  Heath  &  S.  Huntington* 

47  Central  Sq.  -  City  Hospital 

48  Dudley  -  Boston  State  Hospital 

49  Northampton  -  Kneeland  Street* 
66  Dudley  -  Allston 

68  Copley  -  E.  Concord  Street 

*  Routes  with  ratios  below  MBTA  minimum 
desirable  lev^  ^  of  0.3 


Revenue/ 

Weekday 

Operating  Cost 

Round 

Ratio 

Trips 

.847 

128 

.294 

40 

.542 

82 

.462 

66 

.254 

29 

.556 

89 

.339 

52 

.339 

12 

.606 

75 

.297 

23 

.227 

17 

.355 

31 

.541 

93 

.581 

95 

.222 

51 

.238 

64 

.283 

31 

.325 

18 

.571 

130 

.279 

40 

.387 

97 

.339 

68 

.498 

97 

.411 

95 

.553 

86 

.178 

28 

.573 

61 

N/A 

2 

.193 

24 

.518 

108 

.406 

32 

Source:     MBTA  Summary  Table  of  Selected  Operating  Measures 
Spring,   19  77 
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6.  Additional  crosstown  bus  service  to  Back  Bay  and  Fenway 
areas  from  the  Uphams  Corner  area  should  be  considered 
(Note:    the  computer  ridership  analysis  indicated  heavy 
demand  for  this  service) . 

7.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  posting  schedules  at 
bus  stops  and  providing  free  transfers  between  areas. 

Immediate  Action 

Increasing  the  reliability  of  current  service  in  the  study  area  be- 
came a  high  priority  item  for  the  Authority.     The  MBTA  Department  of 
Community  Affairs  and  Marketing  collected  data  on  schedule  reliability 
by  observing  actual  bus  arrivals  at  selected  points  along  the  routes  and 
comparing  them  to  schedules.     The  three  routes  selected:     15  -  Kane 
Square  to  Dudley,  29  -  Mattapan  to  Egleston,  and  44  -  Seaver  Street  to 
Dudley,  were  most  often  cited  for  poor  service  by  area  residents  parti- 
cipating in  the  study.     The  observations  indicated  some  problems  with 
schedule  adherence,  particularly  on  Route  44.     This  route  has  been 
identified  as  one  needing  close  supervision  and  a  Characteristics  Study. 
Close  scrutiny  of  this  route  should  help  to  improve  the  service. 

An  important  by-product  of  this   survey  is  that  many  area  residents 
are  now  aware  of  what  information  to  include  in  service -related  com- 
plaints.    More  specific  information  should  allow  the  MBTA  to  respond 
better  to  area  residents'  requests  and  complaints. 
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CHAPTER  7       TECHNOLOGY  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

This  chapter  reviews  current,  "state-of-the-art"  tiansit  technology  to 
identify  vehicle  and  service  options  most  appropriate  to  the  transportation 
requirements  of  study  area  residents  and  operating  requirements  of  the  MBTA. 
The  major  transit  modes  listed  below  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  their  specific 
advantages  and  disadvantages  and  possible  role  in  the  study  area. 

1.  Bus  (local  and  express) 

2.  Trackless  trolley 

3  .  Light  rail  vehicle  (trolley) 

4 .  Rapid  transit 

5  .  Commuter  rail 

6.  Personal  rapid  transit  (PRT)  systems 

7.  Dual-Mode  vehicles 

8.  Monorail 

The  first  five  modes  currently  are  operating  in  Boston  and  in  many  other 
cities  throughout  the  world.    Of  the  remaining  three  modes,  PRT  and  Monorail 
have  had  limited  application  in  this  country  while  dual-mode  systems  have 
not  been  implemented  anywhere. 

Tables  7.1  and  7.2  compare  operating  and  cost  characteristic  of  the 
traditional  modes  1  through  5.    Table  7.1  compares  general  operating  charac- 
teristics of  these  modes  in  terms  of  achievable  speeds,  capacity  fuel  consump- 
tion, noise  and  operating  costs  based  on  statistics  obtained  nationwide.    Table 
7.2  compares  data  on  specific  vehicles  currently  operated  or  purchased  by  the 
MBTA. 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  will  discuss  characteristics  of  each  mode 
individually,  examine  methods  of  improving  operational  characteristics  and 
look  at  the  cost  of  implementation. 


BUSES  (LOCAL  AND  EXPRESS) 

Description 

Buses  are  the  most  widely  used  form  of  urban  mass  transit  in  the  United 
States  today.    Every  city  having  fixed-route  public  transportation  relies  at 
least  partially  on  buses.    Buses  can  operate  over  local  streets  in  general 
traffic  or  in  semi-exclusive  and  totally  exclusive  rights-of-way.    Examples 
of  buses  operating  on  exclusive  rights-of-way  in  downtown  areas  include  Wash- 
ington Street  in  Chicago,  Market  Street  in  Philadelphia  and  Canal  Street  in 
New  Orleans.    In  many  instances,  exclusive  bus  rights-of-way  were  formerly 
used  by  trolleys . 
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TABLE    7.1 

TYPICAL    TRANSIT    MODE    OPERATING    CHARACTERISTICS 


Operating 
Parameter 


Commuter 
Rail 


Average  Speed  (mph)  20-40 

(including  stops) 

Average  Station  Spacing  1-6 

(miles) 

Typical  Minimum  Average  5 

Headways  (minutes) 

Maximum  Capaolty  Range        6,000 
(Passengers/Hour  Per 
Lane  or  Per  Track) 


Rapid  Transit 


Light  Rail 


Express  Bus 


15-30 


1.5-2,0 


40,000 

to 
60,000 


5-10-mbced  street  traffic  20-40 

10-15-medlan  reservation 
20-25-excluslve  ROW 

.1-1.0  1-6 


.S-mixed  street  traffic        .25-excluslve  ROW 

to 


Local  Bus 


5-15 


.l-.S 


.75-2.0 


2.0-excluslve  ROW 

4,000-mixed  street  12,000-grade  separated       2,000-mlxed 

traffic  (No  Stops)  street  traffic 

10,000-medIan  reservation  4  ,000-medlan 

reservation 
25,000-grade  separated 


Trackless  TroUev 


5-15 

.1-.5 
.75-2.0 


2,000-mlxed  street 

traffic 
4,000-medlan 

reservation 


Fuel  Cunsumption  ,75  mpg 

(vehicle  miles  per 

gallon) 

Wayside  Noise  (dBA)  80-97 


Typical  Vertical  Alignment       Elevated 
At -grade 


MBTA 
Typical  Operating  Cost 
($/vehlcle  mile) 


S4.85 


2-3  mpg 


3  mpg 


Elevated  Elevated 

Depress  ed  At-grad  e 

At-gradey^rade  Depressed 
separated 


$4.95 


S6-10 
(PCC) 


4-6  mpg 

80-88 
At-grad e 


3  mpg 


At-grad e 


4  mpg 


85-90  73-81 

(accelerating  condition) 


At-grad e 


S3. 40 


Sources:     DeLeuw,  Cather/STV,  Characteristics  of  Urban  Transportation  Systems,  May,  1975 

Mlnuteman  Area  Transit  Study  (MATS),  Technical  Memorandum  Nc.   11  -  Transit  Technology,  MBTA,  January,   1977 
Institute  of  Traffic  Engineers,  Transportation  and  Traffic  Engineering  Handbook,    1976 
1976  Program  for  Mass  Transportation 


TABLE    7.2 

SUMMARY    OF    SPECIFIC    VEHICLE    DATA 


New 

RDC 

Trackless 

PCC 

Boston 

Orange 

"  Budd 

Mini-Bus 

Local  Bus 

express  Bus 

Trolley 

Trolley 

LRV 

Line  Cars 

Cars" 

Maximum  Speed  (mph) 

50-65 

50-65 

50-65 

50 

42 

50 

65  mph 

80 

Acceleration  (mph/sec) 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2.5 

1.5 

Platform 

Low  Level 

Low  Level 

Low  Level 

Low  Level 

Low  Level 

Low  Level* 

High  Level 

High  &  Low 
Level 

Dimensions  -  length 
width 
height 

18-25 
7-8 
7-9 

40' 

8'-6" 

10' 

40' 

B'-6" 

10' 

4C'-0" 
8'-5" 
lO'-O" 

46'-47' 

B'-4"-8'-8" 

ll'-l" 

73' 
8'-10  1/4" 
U'-4" 

65'-4" 
9'-3" 
ll'-n  3/4" 

B5'-0" 

10'-3/8" 

14'-7" 

Minimum  turning  radius  (feeti 

30' 

40' 

40' 

40' 

40' 

32' 

53' 

275' 

Maximum  Grade  (%) 

10 

10 

5 

10 

10 

9 

4 

4 

Capacity  -    seated 
standing 

15-25 
10-20 

25-5U 
50 

50 

40 
51 

42 
81-88 

52 
108 

58 
158 

48-94 

Nominal  Weight  (Tons) 

6-10 

14 

12 

14 

29 

43 

48 

SO' 

No.  of  Doors 

2 

2 

2 

2  on  right 
I  on  left 

1  on  left 

2  on  right 

3  on  each 
side 

3  on  each 
side 

2  on  each 
side 

Vehicle  Cost   (1977) 

$10,0,0-530,000 

$75,000 

$75,000 

5105,000 

($100,000  to 
rehabilitate) 

$650,000 

$600,000 

($325', 000  to 
rehabilitate) 

1976   Program  for  Mass  Transportation 

Transportation  and  Traffic  Engineering  Handbook,  Institute  of  Traffic  Engineering,   1976 

Light  Rail  Transit  -  A  State  of  the  Art  Review  -  USDOT-UMTA  (DOT  UT  50009),  Spring  1976 

*  Potential  for  conversion  to  high  level 
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Transit  buses  normally  have  about  50  seats  with  provision  for  stand- 
ees.   Articulated  buses  (which  are  longer  but  can  make  the  same  turns  as 
conventional  buses)  provide  up  to  50%  more  capacity.   The  MBTA  has  recently 
submitted  an  amended  capital  grant  application  to  the  UMTA  to  purchase  ten 
articulated  buses. 

As  shown  in  Table  7,1,  buses  operating  on  surface  rights-of-way 
shared  with  other  vehicles  Ca.i  provide  d  raximum  capacity  of  about  2,000 
passengers  per  hour.    Providing  an  exclusive  guideway  (median  reservation) 
on  the  street  increases  capacity  to  about  4,000  passengers  per  hour.    In 
exceptional  circumstances,  express  buses  on  completely  grade-separated 
right-of-way  have  carried  up  to  25,000  passengers  per  hour.    However, 
providing  grade-separated  express  bus  service  in  the  R/TIS  study  area  may 
prove  difficult  due  to  lack  of  limited  access  highways  and  available  rights- 
of-way  for  this  kind  of  activity. 

A  study  of  several  U.S.  cities  in  1973  showed  that  operating  costs  per 
vehicle  mile  for  local  buses  ranged  between  $0.80  -  $2.35,  and  that  opera- 
ting costs  per  vehicle  mile  for  express  buses  ranged  between  $0.70  -  $2.35. 
Available  data  on  operating  costs  for  buses  in  Boston  are  in  agreement  with 
these  ranges.    For  example,  local  bus  route  77  (Harvard  Square  -  Arlington 
Heights)  had  an  operating  cost  of  $2.25  per  vehicle  mile  in  1974*,  and  ex- 
press route  304  (Watertown  Square  -  Sumner  &  Quincy)  had  an  operating  cost 
of  $1.54  in  1974*.    Similar  data  for  buses  operating  in  the  study  area  were 
not  available . 

Vehicle  costs  for  mini-buses  range  between  $10,000  and  $30,000**, 
and  local  and  express  buses  cost  in  the  range  of  $70,000  -  $100,000  each 
depending  upon  special  features  such  as  air  conditioning  and  facilities  for 
the  handicapped. 

Evaluation 

The  primary  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  a  bus  are  given  below: 
Advantages 

1 .  The  ability  to  operate  on  most  existing  streets  without 

new  construction 

2 .  The  ability  to  penetrate  new  market  areas  at  low  cost 

3 .  The  ability  to  provide  frequent  stops 

4.  The  flexibility  to  change  routes  in  response  to  passenger 

demand  changes  or  to  test  trial  routes  (However,  most 
bus  routes  have  been  fixed  for  many  years  as  either 
streetcar,  trackless  trolley  or  bus  routes) 

5.  Relatively  small  capital  expenditure  for  maintenance  facil- 

ities compared  to  fixed  rail  modes 


*       Source:    Staff  Report  2-EOTC,  February  19,  1976 

**     Atypical  $10,000  mini-bus  would  be  a  Fortivan  Commuter  having  16  seats 
A  typical  $30,000  mini-bus  would  be  a  Mercedes  Benz  0309D  having  up  to 
23  seats.     (Source-"Small  Transit  Vehicle  Survey",  June,   1975,  Report 
No.  DOT-TSC-OST-75-17) 
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Disadvantages 

1 .    Difficulty  in  maintaining  fixed  route  schedules  and  low 
operating  speeds  due  to  conflict  with  vehicular 
traffic  congestion  (although  this  can  be  alleviated 
by  providing  exclusive  R.O.W,) 

2  .    High  operating  costs  required  to  accomodate  high  passenger 

volumes  because  of  limited  capacity 

3  .    Higher  source  air  pollution  than  electrically-  powered  vehicles 

4.  Higher  noise  than  LRV's  or  trackless  trolley 

5.  Limited  roadway  capacity  in  downtown  to  accomodate  large 

number  of  buses 

Applicability  to  Study 

Buses  presently  perform  a  vital  function  in  providing  transportation 
services  to  residents  of  the  study  area.     They  provide  local  service  or  run 
as  feeder  systems  to  stations  on  the  existing  Orange  and  Red  Lines  for  trip 
lengths  of  greater  distances  . 

Buses  will  continue  to  play  an  important  role  in  the  total  transit  plan 
for  the  study  area  as  feeders  to  higher  capacity  transit  modes  and  possibly 
as  line  haul   systems.    Where  higher  passenger  capacities  are  required  (say, 
greater  than  2,000  passengers  per  hour),  buses  can  offer  adequate  service 
only  if  exclusive  right-of-way  is  provided  to  minimize  interference  with  other 
vehicles. 


TRACKLESS    TROLLEY   tOR   TROLLEY-BUS) 

Description 

Trackless  trolleys  are  buses  using  an  overhead  electrical  power  source 
and,  therefore,  combine  certain  characteristics  of  streetcar  and  bus.    Track- 
less trolleys  replaced  many  of  the  streetcar  lines  in  Boston  because  of  traffic 
congestion  problems  caused  by  streetcar-auto  conflicts  where  reserved  medians 
were  not  available . 

In  the  1960's,  the  majority  of  trackless  trolley  lines  were  themselves 
replaced  by  buses.*  Only  three  lines  now  operate  in  the  Boston  area:    Water- 
town  to  North  Cambridge,  Waverly  to  North  Cambridge,  and  Huron  Avenue  to 
Harvard.    These  lines  all  run  through  the  former  streetcar  tunnel  at  Harvard 
Square  and  were  not  converted  because  of  tunnel  ventilation  problems  with 
diesel  buses.    All  three  lines  are  serviced  in  the  Bennett  Street  garage  near 
Harvard  Square.    In  recent  years,  the  initiation  of  new  environmental  standards 
for  air  and  noise  pollution  has  presented  new  arguments  for  retaining  the  re- 
maining trackless  trolley  routes . 

Trackless  trolleys  can  operate  along  city  streets.    The  basic  fixed 
facility  requirements  is  the  overhead  power  supply  system.    Unlike  the 


*     Economic  reasons  were  cited  although  apparently 
no  detailed  cost  analysis  was  made. 
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light  rail  vehicle  which  uses  its  rail  for  grounding,  the  trackless  trolley 
(with  rubber  tires)  requires  a  second  overhead  wire  for  grounding.    In  mixed 
street  traffic,  passenger  capacities  are  the  same  as  buses  (approximately 
2,000  passengers  per  hour) .    Accommodating  more  passengers  while  main- 
taining a  reasonable  operating  speed  requires  an  exclusive  right-of-way. 

Operating  costs  for  trackless  trolleys  in  Boston  are  slightly  greater 
than  for  diesel  buses.    The  two  major  items  increasing  the  cost  of  trackless 
trolleys  over  diesel  buses  are  the  cost  of  alectric  power  and  maintenance  of 
the  overhead  electrical  power  system.    The  1976  Program  for  Mass  Transpor- 
tation (PMT)  estimates  the  operating  cost  of  a  trackless  trolley  to  be  approxi- 
mately $3.40  per  vehicle  mile  as  opposed  to  $2.70  for  buses  .    The  difference 
in  power  costs  is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  in  1974  the  fuel  cost  for  MBTA 
diesel  buses  averaged  9.6  cents  per  vehicle  mile  whereas  the  fuel  cost  for 
trackless  trolleys  was  23.5  cents  per  vehicle  mile. 

The  main  reason  for  this  major  discrepancy  is  the  current  MBTA  power 
system  which  consists  of  two  25  cycle  power  generating  plants,  23  power 
sub-stations,  and  approximately  225  miles  of  transmission  and  distribution 
system  conduit  and  cable.    The  Authority  is  the  only  transit  company  in  North 
America  still  generating  its  own  power.    The  system,  which  was  constructed 
in  1911,  is  obsolete  and  inefficient.    Twenty-five  cycle  systems  were  long 
ago  replaced  by  60  cycle  systems.    Because  of  the  age  and  unreliability  of 
the  system,  failures  and  shutdown  are  common  occurrences,  and  operating 
costs  are  excessive.    To  correct  this  situation,  the  MBTA  is  reconstructing 
17  of  its  23  sub-stations  and  by  1981  will  be  purchasing  its  electrical  power 
from  Boston  Edison.    These  measures  will  reduce  the  MBTA  operating  cost 
and  bring  it  closer  to  the  nation-wide  average. 

These  changes  should  also  reduce  trackless  trolley  fuel  consumption 
below  that  of  buses.    Table  7.1  shows  that  trackless  trolleys  can  be  opera- 
ted for  4  miles  per  gallon  (mpg)  as  opposed  to  3.3  mpg  for  buses.    Currently, 
the  fuel  required  to  power  MBTA  trackless  trolleys  averages  more  than  one 
gallon  per  vehicle  mile  (Source:    1976  PMT) . 

Evaluation 

The  general  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  trackless  trolleys  can 
be  summarized  as  follows: 

Advantages 

1.      Potential  savings  in  diesel  fuel 

2  .     Vehicle  has  quiet  accelerating  characteristics 

3.  Vehicle  does  not  generate  air  pollutants  within  area  served 

(permits  use  of  tunnel) 

4.  Ability  to  provide  frequent  stops 

Disadvantages 

1 .      Restriction  to  overhead  power  alignment  results  in  low  service 
flexibility  (or  increased  costs  to  build  overhead  power^ 
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2.  Esthetic  problem  with  overhead  power  distribution  system 

3.  Higher  capital  and  operating  costs  than  diesel  buses 

without  providing  greater  capacity 

4.  Lack  of  existing  maintenance  facility  in  study  area 

5.  Some  difficulty  in  passing  disabled  vehicle 

Applicability  to  Study 

Introduction  of  trackless  trolleys  Into  a  fleet  which  currently  exists 
almost  entirely  of  diesel  buses  will  almost  certainly  result  in  higher  cap- 
ital and  operating  costs  than  if  an  equivalent  number  of  buses  were  added. 
A  significant  factor  is  that  the  only  existing  maintenance  facility  for  track- 
less trolleys  Is  located  in  Cambridge.     A  new  maintenance  facility  would 
have  to  be  built  in  the  study  area,  or  perhaps  bus  Route  1  (Harvard  to  Dud- 
ley) running  to  Cambridge  could  be  converted  to  a  trackless  trolley  line 
which  could  provide  access  for  all  lines  in  the  study  area. 

A  decision  based  on  economic  grounds  alone  would  be  against  trolley 
buses.     On  the  other  hand,  reduced  noise  and  air  pollution  are  Important 
factors  and  warrant  the  inclusion  of  trackless  trolleys  as  a  potential  trans- 
portation mode  for  the  study  area . 


LIGHT   BAIL    TRANSIT    (TROLLEY) 

Description 

Light  rail  transit  is  a  generic  name  for  a  transit  mode  consisting  of 
electrically  powered  steel-wheeled  rail  vehicles  operating  predominantly 
on  exclusive  rights-of-way.    This  latter  characteristic  is  the  primary  feature 
which  distinguishes  light  rail  transit  from  the  electric  streetcar  ( streetcars 
typically  share  right-of-way  with  other  vehicular  traffic  on  public,  often 
congested  roadways  )• 

Light  rail  transit  is  an  intermediate -capacity,  intermediate-speed 
mode  capable  of  operating  at  passenger  volumes  and  service  levels  be- 
tween those  of  fully- separated  rapid  transit  and  those  of  transit  operating 
on  public  streets  or  roadways  in  mixed  traffic.    It  is  characterized  by 
flexibility  which  provides  planners  with  a  variety  of  options  in  locating 
and/or  relocating  routes,  and  in  selecting  and  utilizing  a  number  of  different 
operating  procedures.    It  can  be  placed  in  subways,  on  the  streets,  on 
elevated  structures,  on  private  right-of-way  with  or  without  grade  crossings, 
in  the  median  of  highways,  and  on  abandoned  railroad  rights-of-way. 

The  majority  of  trolleys  presently  in  service  in  Boston  and  elsewhere 
in  the  U.S.  are  President's  Conference  Committee  (PCC)  car  type.    These 
cars  were  built  between  1941  -  1951  and  have  an  approximate  capacity  of 
125  passengers  per  car  (seated  and  standees).    They  have  a  maximum  speed 
of  42  MPH. 
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The  new  standard  light  rail  vehicle  (LRV)  now  operating  in  Boston  and 
soon  to  be  operated  in  San  Francisco  represents  a  significant  improvement 
in  ride  quality  and  comfort.    Each  car  has  a  capacity  of  about  160  pass- 
engers and  can  achieve  speeds  of  50  MPH.    The  San  Francisco  LRV's  will 
have  high-low  steps  activated  by  the  operator,  that  will  permit  high  plat- 
form operation  (with  faster  passenger  loading  times)  in  a  downtown  subway 
while  retaining  low  platform^  outside  the  subway.    The  Boston  LRV's  have 
low  platform  capabiUty  only,  since  the  Green  Line  Central  Subway  does  not 
have  high  level  platforms .    LRV's  can  be  operated  with  up  to  four  cars  per  train. 

The  MBTA  ordered  a  total  of  175  LRV's  to  replace  most  of  its  existing 
PCC's.    As  of  November,   1977,  the  MBTA  had  accepted  43  cars  and  has 
encountered  a  host  of  maintenance  and  operational  problems  with  these 
cars.    Problems  have  included  minor  derailments,  brake  malfunctions  and 
door  opening  and  closing.    The  MBTA  recently  appropriated  $10  million  to 
make  the  LRV's  more  reliable. 

Many  other  types  of  light  rail  vehicles  are  being  produced  in  Europe 
and  a  Canadian  LRV  is  being  built  to  use  in  Toronto  and  marketed  in  the 
U.S.    The  Canadian  vehicle  is  sized  similar  to  the  PCC .    The  German 
DUWAG  U-2  has  been  ordered  for  use  in  Edmonton,  Canada. 

Type  of  Operation 

Light  rail  vehicles  operating  on  shared  surface  rights-of-way  (street- 
car mode)  can  provide  a  reasonable  maximum  capacity  of  about  4,000 
passengers  per  hour.    Providing  an  exclusive  guideway  (median  reservation) 
on  the  street  will  increase  the  maximum  capacity  to  about  10,000  passengers 
per  hour.    Grade  separating  the  right-of-way  can  increase  capacities  to 
25,000  passengers  per  hour.    Examples  of  light  rail  vehicles  operating 
in  these  different  rights-of-way  are  found  locally  as  shown  in  Table  7.3. 
The  speeds  attained  in  various  rights-of-way  or  station  spacing  operations 
in  Boston  are  shown  below. 

TABLE    7.3 

CHARACTERISTICS    OF    MBTA    LIGHT   RAIL   LINES 


Line                                 Type  of  Route 

Average  Station 
Spacing 

Average  Route 
Speed  (MPH) 

Arborway                        Street  ^^Nunning                          600  Ft. 
Beacon  Street                Median  Reservation                800  Ft. 
Mattapan-Ashmont      Grade-Separated                      1/3  Mile 
Riverside                        Grade-Separated                      3/4  Mile 

Source:    U.  S.  DOT  "Light  Rail  Transit"  and  MBTA  data 

6-7 
10.0 
12.0 
22.5 
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Table  7.3  indicates  that  street  running  light  rail  vehicles  have  very 
low  operating  speeds  in  the  heavy  vehicle  traffic  found  on  the  Arborway  Line. 
Bringing  the  lines  into  a  median  reservation  improves  speed  characteristics 
but  frequent  station  stops  negate  much  of  this  advantage.    Exclusive  grade- 
separated  rights-of-way  produce  the  highest  operating  speeds  but  much  of 
this  advantage  is     diminished  if  station  stops  are  too  frequent.    The  higher 
speeds  possible  with  the  new  LRV  are  used  to  best  advantage  on  the  River- 
side Line. 

A  variety  of  fare  collection  methods  and  equipment  are  used  on  light 
rail  transit  systems.    At  lower  volume  stations,  fares  are  collected  by  the 
operator  or  an  attendant  while  passengers  board  or  leave  the  vehicle.    On- 
board collections  increase  station  dwell  times  and  therefore  reduce  overall 
travel  speed.    The  method  also  increases  operating  costs  since  an  attendant 
must  be  in  every  vehicle ,  even  if  not  required  for  operations .    At  high  volume 
stations  (such  as  those  in  the  Central  Subway) ,  turnstiles  are  used,  but  this 
system  is  only  cost  effective  at  stations  which  can  justify  the  presence  of 
an  attendant  at  all  times. 

In  many  European  cities,  a  self-service  system  is  used  where  persons 
purchase  and  cancel  tickets.    On-board  spot  checks  by  transit  personnel 
are  occasionally  made  and  the  penalty  for  not  having  a  valid  ticket  is  much 
higher  than  the  fare.    This  system  has  been  often  recommended  for  use  in 
the  U.  S.  to  reduce  operating  costs  and  increase  travel  speeds  but  has  not 
yet  been  instituted  anywhere  in  this  country. 

A  nation-wide  average  unit  operating  cost  for  streetcars  in  1973  ranged 
between  $1.65  -  $2.93  per  vehicle  mile.    By  comparison,  a  study  of  1974 
operating  costs  on  the  Beacon  Street  Line  showed  that  costs  ranged  between 
$4.54  -  $5.05  per  mile.    The  1976  PMT  estimates  PCC  operating  costs  to  be 
between  $6  -  $10  per  vehicle  mile  operating  cost.    Data  for  Boston's  new 
LRV's  are  not  yet  available,  but  should  be  released  in  the  near  future. 

Evaluation 

Light  rail  technology  offers  the  following  advantages  and  disadvantages: 
Advantages 

1.  Technology  allows  for  considerable  flexibility  of  opera- 

tions, thereby  potentially  reducing  construction  costs 

2.  Less  noise  and  air  pollution  than  buses 

3.  Greater  loading  and  unloading  capacity  than  buses 

4.  Reduced  manpower  compared  to  bus 

5.  Can  assume  characteristics  of  rapid  transit 

Disadvantages 

1.  Higher  costs  for  guideways ,  equipment  and  operations 

than  buses  and  trackless  trolleys 

2.  Lack  of  flexibility  in  varying  routes  to  respond  to  changes 

in  passenger  demand 

3.  Higher  operating  costs  per  vehicle  mile  than  rapid  transit  at 

hi'gh  passenger  volumes- 

4.  Difficult  to  pass  disabled  vehicle 
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Applicability  to  Study 

Light  rail  transit  can  serve  as  either  a  feeder  to  a  higher  capacity 
mode  such  as  rapid  transit  or  as  a  line  haul  mode.     The  study  area  con- 
tains alignments  where  light  rail  vehicles  can  be  operated  on  either  ex- 
clusive rights-of-way  (the  Midland  Branch  Railroad)  or  in  median  reserva- 
tions (e.g.  Washington  Street  or  Blue  Hill  Avenue).     Connection  to  the 
Green  Line  Central  Subway  provides  downtown  distribution  service  for  po- 
tential light  rail  systems. 


RAPID    TRANSri 

Description 

Rapid  transit  systems  operate  with  heavy  rail  vehicles  in  trains  of 
cars  on  exclusive,  grade-separated  right-of-way  with  high  platform  load- 
ing.   Rapid  transit  systems  generally  function  with  from  two  to  ten  cars 
and  usually  get  power  from  a  third  rail;  although  an  overhead  catenary  is 
sometimes  used  as  a  power  source.    Rapid  transit  systems  in  Boston  in- 
clude the  Orange,  Blue  and  Red  Lines. 

Rail    rapid  transit  has  the  greatest  fixed  facility  requirements  of 
all  MBTA  modes.    The  third  rail  and  high  platform  configuration  necessi- 
tates more  extensive  vertical  access  facilities  (stairs  and  escalators) 
than  light  rail.    The  greatest  costs  are  normally  incurred  in  providing 
complete  grade-spparation  via  tunnels,  open  cuts  and  embankments,  and 
elevated  structures.    Grade  and  alignment  requirements  are  more  stringent 
than  light  rail.  _  _     .  __ _..  . 

Fares  for  rapid  transit  systems  are  generally  collected  before 
boarding.     This  increases  construction  and  operating  costs  in  stations, 
but  permits  shorter  dwell  times  at  each  station  and  faster  speeds,  and 
obviates  the  need  for  an  attendant  in  each  car,  thereby  reducing  overall 
operating  cost  for  the  line.    Fares  may  be  paid  in  cash,  tickets,  or 
tokens,  by  flashing  a  prepaid  pass  or  season  ticket,  or  by  a  magnetically- 
encoded  ticket.    There  is  a  pronounced  worldwide  trend  toward  prepayment, 
automatic  payment,  and  self  service  fares,  and  away  from  on-board  or 
other  manual  fare  payment. 

Operating  costs  nation-wide  averaged  about  $1 .60  -  $1 .80  per 
vehicle  mile  in  1973,  compared  to  the  systemwide  average  for  MBTA 
rapid  transit  of  $4.95  per  vehicle  mile  in  1974. 

Evaluation 

Major  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  rapid  transit  are  summarized 
as  follows: 
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Advantages 

1.  Provides  highest  passenger-carrying  capacity  of  any  transit 

mode 

2.  High  overall  travel  speeds  are  usually  achieved  because  of 

complete  grade-separation 

3.  The  mode  is  a  potential  catalyst  for  new  land  use  develop- 

ment around  stations 

4.  Has  low  operating  cost  per  passenger  at  high  passenger  vol- 

umes 

Disadvantages 

1 .  Necessitates  very  high  capital  cost  requirements  to  establish 
right-of-way  and  stations.  This  limits  closeness  of  station 
spacing  and  practicality  of  constructing  new  lines 

2  .      It  must  run  on  an  exclusive  right-of-way  with  grade  cross- 
ings virtually  impossible 

3.      Difficult  to  pass  disabled  vehicle 

Applicability  to  Study 

Rapid  transit  systems  could  tie  into  either  the  Orange  or  Red  lines. 
Major  alignments  which  could  be  considered  are  the  Midland  Branch,  the 
Washington  Street/Blue  Hill  Avenue/Warren  Street  corridor  and  a  cross - 
town  transit  corridor  between  Uphams  Corner,  Dudley  Square  and  Ruggles 
Station.     The  mode  should  be  investigated. 

The  Midland  Branch  railroad  represents  the  lowest  cost  solution 
for  rapid  transit,  since  right-of-way  and  tracks  now  exist.     On  this  align- 
ment, signals,  electrification,  stations  (and  most  likely  a  third  track) 
would"  be  needed  for  a  rapid  transit  service.     All  other  potential  align- 
ments would  require  tunnels  under  city  streets  at  a  far  higher  capital 
cost. 


COMMUTER    RAIL 

Description 

Commuter  rail  systems  are  usually  associated  with  longer  distance, 
relatively  high-speed  passenger  transport  which  brings  passengers  from 
suburban  areas  into  the  central  city.    The  service  uses  railroad  rights-of- 
way,  on-board  fare  collection  and  generally  offers  limited  service  fre- 
quency.   Both  low  and  high  platform  loading  may  be  used,  although  only 
low  platform  service  currently  is  provided  in  the  Boston  area.    Passenger 
coaches  are  designed  to  accommodate  seated  passengers  only. 
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Commuter  rail  is  the  oldest  of  all  mass  transit  modes  currently  operating 
in   the  MBTA  district.    In  the  Greater  Boston  area,  all  commuter  rail  track- 
age and  rolling  stock  is  owned  by  the  MBTA  and  and  operated  by  the  Boston 
and  Maine  under  contract  to  the  MBTA.    All  commuter  railroad  trains  in  the 
Boston  area  are  diesel  powered  using  either  diesel  locomotives  pulling 
coaches  or  self-contained  diesel-powered  coaches  (called  RDC  or  "Budd- 
liners").    Nationwide,  most  commuter  lines  are  diesel  powered  with  the 
major  exceptions  of  New  York,  Chicago  and  Philadelphia  where  electric 
power  is  supplied  by  either  overhead  catenary  or  third-rail.    Locomotives 
which  operate  under  both  diesel  and  electric  power  are  possible  and  are 
used  in  areas  such  as  the  New  York  metropolitan  area. 

Most  commuter  rail  operations  terminate  at  a  single  downtown  termi- 
nal.   The  high  concentration  of  passengers  combined  with  small  number  of 
doors  increases  station  dwell  times  and  headways.    If  service  is  frequent, 
platforms  must  be  provided  for  several  trains  to  unload  simultaneously. 
Boston's  downtown  commuter  rail  terminals  are  located  at  North  and  South 
Stations. 

As  shown  in  Table  7.1,  the  commuter  rail  mode  could  provide  a 
capacity  of  about  6,000  passengers  per  track  per  hour*.    This  capacity 
tends  to  be  limited  by  the  relatively  unsophisticated  control  and  signal 
systems  currently  found  on  most  railroad  lines.    This  lack  of  sophistication 
and  precision  requires  that  relatively  large  headways  be  employed,  which 
results  in  low  capacity.    The  situation  is  further  aggravated  by  the  higher 
operation  speeds  of  commuter  rail  which  requires  greater  headways  for 
safety. 

The  MBTA  has  estimated  the  cost  of  rehabilitating  a  Bud,d  Car  to  be 
about  $325,000.     In  1973,  nationwide  operating  costs  for  commuter  rail 
systems  ranged  between  $1 .48  -  $4.23  per  mile.    A  study  of  operating 
costs  for  all  commuter  lines  in  Boston  for  the  same  year  was  $3.55  per 
vehicle  mile.     Construction  and  operating  costs  for  commuter  rail  sta- 
tions tend  to  be  low  because  of  the  low  platforms  and  on-board  fare 
collection. 

Fares  on  commuter  rail  lines  nationwide  are  significantly  higher 
than  other  public  transportation  modes.     For  example,  the  minimum 
current  commuter  rail  fare  in  Boston  is  $1.10  for  a  trip  of  up  to  8 .4 
miles  and  $1 .30  for  a  trip  of  up  to  12  .4  miles  (although  this  will  be 
modified  for  interim  Midland  Branch  service  -  see  Chapter  3) .     The 
ride  from  Forest  Hills  to  downtown  costs  $1.10  on  commuter  rail  and 
$.25  on  the  Orange  Line.     Higher  fares  reflect  a  generally  more  af- 
fluent patronage  and  the  fact  that  commuter  rail  services  were  recently 
acquired  by  public  agencies  from  private  operators  who  set  fares  at 
levels  required  to  realize  a  profit  from  the  service. 

*  By  comparison,  when  commuter  rail  service  from  the  Franklin  Branch, 
the  Providence  Main  Line  and  Stoughton  Branch  is  diverted  to  the  Mid- 
land Branch,  3,000  passengers  will  be  using  the  system  in  the  peak  hour. 
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Evaluation 

General  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  commuter  rail  are  as 
follows: 

Advantages 

1.  Provides  moderate  carrying  capacities  over  long  distances 

at  high  rates  of  speed 

2.  Provides  a  comfortable,  generally  seated  ride  to  passen- 

gers 

3.  Lower  initial  capital  construction  costs  due  to  on-board 

power  system,  and  small  on-line  stations 

Disadvantages 

1.  Does  not  function  efficiently  with  frequent  station  stops 

because  of  poor  acceleration/deceleration  characteristics 

2.  Provides  virtually  no  downtown  distribution 

3.  Current  railroad  labor  rules  tend  to  Inflate  operating  costs 

4.  Fares  are  much  higher  than  other  public  transportation  modes 

serving  Boston 

5.  Requires  exclusive  right-of-way 


Applicability  to  Study 

The  Midland  Branch  will  be  upgraded  to  provide  commuter  rail  ser- 
vice with  three  new  stops  in  Boston  during  reconstruction  of  the  relocated 
Orange  Line  corridor.     Continued  use  of  the  trackage  for  commuter  rail 
service  (with  more  station  stops  in  the  study  area)  to  South  Station  is  a 
possible  alternative  mode.     Although  commuter  rail  stations  are  normally 
spaced  at  least  two  miles  apart  (Table  7.1),  closer  spacing  is  not  un- 
common in  urban  areas.     For  example  the  average  station  spacing  on  the 
Needham  Branch  between  Needham  Heights  and  Forest  Hills  (9  stations) 
is  1.05  miles;   several  stations  are  less  than  one  mile  apart.     (This  com- 
pares to  1.2  miles  between  Dudley  and  Egleston  Stations  on  the  Orange 
Line.) 

The  typical  commuter  rail  service  characteristics  of  high  fares,  no 
provision  for  standees  and  limited  frequency  of  service  are  not  particularly 
appropriate  to  study  area  needs.     However,  the  potential  low  cost  of  im- 
plementing commuter  rail  service  warrants  that  the  mode  be  examined  further 
in  conjunction  with  other  modes. 

OTHER    MODES 

In  this  section,  transportation  modes  not  currently  found  in  the  MBTA 
system  are  discussed  in  terms  of  their  applicability  to  service  the  transporta- 
tion needs  of  study  area  residents. 

The  MBTA's  policy  on  new  technology  is  summarized  in  the  1976  PMT 
as  follows: 
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"The  MBTA  will  exercise  particular  caution  in  design  specifications 
for  technological  improvements  in  new  or  modernized  vehicles  or 
in  other  new  machinery.    Any  such  improvement  shall  generally  be 
of  proven  technology  and  maintainability.    Any  device  which  utilizes 
a  technology  which  has  not  given  proven  results  in  regular  service 
will  require  in-service  testing  by  the  Authority  over  a  sufficent 
period  on  a  prototype  basis  before  extensive  use  of  the  device  is 
committed. " 

Personal  Rapid  Transit 

A  "pure"  Personal  Rapid  Transit  (PRT)  System  consists  of  small  vehicles 
which  transport  passengers  non-stop  from  origin  to  destination  on  a  network 
of  exclusive  right-of-way  guideways.    Stations  are  off-line  so  that  passenger 
loading  and  unloading  does  not  slow  down  or  interfere  with  traffic  on  the  main 
line.    A  PRT  system  is  automatically  controlled    (no  driver)  employing  a  com- 
puter.   Currently,  no  "pure"  PRT  systems  are  in  operation. 

A  small  number  of  "modified"  PRT  systems  employing  larger  vehicles 
and  accommodating  larger  number  of  passengers  at  the  expense  of  non-stop 
individual  service  are  now  in  operation.    Nearly  all  modified  PRT  systems  in 
operation  today  are  at  airports  (Tampa,  Dallas/Ft.  Worth,  Seattle/Tacoma,  etc.) 
A  notable  exception  is  the  Morgantown  PRT  System    which  provides  service 
between  Morgantown,  West  Virginia  and  the  West  Virginia  University  campus, 
a  distance  of  approximately  five  miles.    All  systems  function  with  small  rubber 
tired  vehicles  on  fixed  guideways.    Recently,  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Administration  awarded  funds  for  PRT  demonstration  projects  in  Los  Angeles, 
Houston,  Cleveland  and  St.  Paul. 

At  this  time,  the  possible  application  of  PRT  technology  to  the  study 
area  appears  to  be  quite  limited.    A  primary  problem  is  its  lack  of  capacity 
relative  to  its  cost.    The  Morgantown  system  has  a  capacity  of  about  3,000 
passengers  per  hour  at  a  cost  far  higher  than  modes  with  comparable  capa- 
city.   A  PRT  system  would  have  to  be  completely  grade- separated/  requiring 
either  an  elevated  structure  or  expensive  uncferground  construction.    Finally, 
a  PRT  system  would  not  be  able  to  tie  in  with  any  existing  MBTA  system. 

Dual-Mode  Vehicles 


Dual-mode  transportation  is  that  broad  category  of  systems  wherein 
vehicles  may  be  operated  in  both  of  two  modes:    (a)  manually  controlled 
and  self-propelled  on  ordinary  streets  and  roadways,  and  (b)  automatically 
controlled  or  externally  propelled  (or  both)  or  powered  on  special  guideways, 
In  general,  dual-mode  transportation  systems  can  include  both  common 
carrier  and  private  vehicles  and  provide  for  the  transport  of  both  persons 
and  freight  over  a  common  guideway  facility. 

Dual-mode  transit  is  a  special  case  of  dual-mode  transportation. 
Service  is  provided  only  by  common-carrier  vehicles  for  passenger  trans- 
portation.   Such  service  may  be  on  a  personalized  or  group  transit  basis. 
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This  concept  has  been  discussed  and  studied  for  at  least  two  decades,  but 
has  not  been  implemented  anywhere.    It  is  unrealistic  to  consider  this  con- 
cept as  a  viable  alternative  to  other  modes  (buses,  light  rail,  rapid  transit 
and  commuter  rail)  which  have  proven  to  be  practical  through  years  of  test- 
ing by  the  general  public. 

Monorail 


The  use  of  the  monorail  as  an  urban  transportation  mode  has  been 
limited  in  this  country  (Disneyland  and  Seattle,  Wash.),  although  it 
is  found  more  frequently  in   Japan.     Monorail  has  some  serious  disad- 
vantages over  fixed  rail  modes  such  as: 

1.  The  tendency  to  sway  introduces  problems  of  passenger 

comfort  and  safety,  and  requires  greater  clearance 
between  parallel  tracks,  in  tunnel  sections  and  at 
platform 

2.  Switching  is  a  major  problem,  since  large  beam  sections 

have  to  be  moved  rather  than  relatively  small  con- 
ventional rail  track  system 

3.  Higher  initial  capital  cost  than  conventional  two-track 

rail  system 

4.  Monorail  normally  requires  an  elevated  structure  which 

presents  aesthetic  and  noise  problems  which  are 
contrary  to  expressed  community  goals 

5.  Lack  of  standardization 

For  these  reasons,  monorail  was  not  given  further  consideration  as 
a  transit  mode  for  the  study  area. 


rMPROVING    TRANSIT    VEHICLE    OPERATION    IN    STREETS 

The  speed,  capacity  and  performance  of  transit  vehicles  on  surface 
streets  can  be  increased  significantly  by  "Transportation  System  Manage- 
ment" (TSM)  programs  that  give  preferential  treatment  to  high  capacity 
vehicles.    Two  basic  methods  of  improved  traffic  management  are  pre- 
ferential lanes  and  traffic  engineering  improvements. 

Preferential  Lanes 


Lanes  marked  as  exclusive  for  transit  vehicles  ("diamond  lanes")  are 
often  used  to  expedite  transit  trips.    Curb  bus  lanes  in  the  normal  direction 
of  flow  are  the  most  common.    They  have  been  instituted  in  more  than  20 
cities  in  the  United  States  and  Canada  (e.g.,  Baltimore,  New  York  City, 
San  Francisco,  and  Washington,  D.C.)and  in  a  number  of  European  cities- 
These  lanes  are  usually  in  effect  during  peak  periods,  although  some  op- 
erate continuously.     They  require  only  small  capital  costs  to  implement 
and  are  very  effective  when  kept  clear  of  other  vehicles .     Right  turning  ve^ 
hides  often  are  allowed  to  use  the  bus  lane  but  in  some  cases  right  turns 
are  prohibited.     A  potential  major  disadvantage  is  the  requirement  to  elim- 
inate on-street  parking  during  the  hours  these  lanes  are  in  operation. 
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Contra-flow  bus  lanes  in  which  buses  operate  opposite  to  normal 
traffic  flow  have  been  instituted  in  an  increasing  number  of  cities  through- 
out the  U.S.  and  Europe.     Contra-flow  bus  lanes  operate  on  one-way 
streets,  usually  throughout  the  day.     Buses  using  the  lanes  are  sep- 
arated from  other  traffic  flow,  and  therefore  are  not  affected  by  peak- 
hour  congestion  at  signalized  intersections. 

The  lanes  may  complicate  loading  and  access  to  adjoining  prop- 
erties.    They  increase  left-turn  conflicts  with  opposing  traffic.     On  one- 
way streets  with  frequent  signals,  buses  may  have  to  operate  against  the 
signal  progression. 

Contra-flow  lanes  can  be  implemented  at  low  cost  and  often  produce 
significant  improvements.     For  example,  Louisville,  Kentucky's  Second- 
Third  Street  contra-flow  bus  lanes  reduced  bus  travel  times  by  about  25 
per  cent. 

A  more  permanent  separation  can  be  achieved  by  constructing  a  re- 
servation for  transit  vehicles,  usually  in  the  center  of  the  street.     Ex- 
amples of  median  bus  lanes  are  found  in  Chicago  (Washington  Street), 
Philadelphia  (Market  Street)  and  New  Orleans  (Canal  Street).     These 
lanes  are  in  effect  throughout  the  day.     They  are  removed  from  traffic 
conflicts  along  the  curb,  and  allow  other  traffic  to  make  right  turns 
without  conflicting  with  buses.     Median  reservations  for  light  rail  sys- 
tems are  common,  particularly  in  Boston. 

Median  reservations  require  wide  streets  with  provisions  for  ser- 
vice stops  and  pedestrian  refuge  in  the  median.     Passengers  are  required 
to  cross  active  traffic  lanes  to  reach  bus  stops.     Left  turns  must  be  con- 
trolled and  sometimes  prohibited  to  minimize  interference  with  transit  ve- 
hicles (see  Appendix  F  for  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  median  bus  lanes) . 

Examples  of  exclusive  bus  lanes  in  the  United  States  and  Puerto 
Rico  are  given  in  Table  7.4. 

Traffic  Engineering  Improvements 

Transit  efficiency  can  be  improved  by  instituting  transit  related 
traffic  engineering  improvements.     Examples  of  such  improvements  are: 

Traffic  signal  improvements,  such  as  system  coordination, 
modernization  and  pre-emptions  or  overrides  for  buses 
and  trolleys 

Intersection  improvements 

Lengthening  or  relocation  of  transit  stops 

Improved  spacing  of  transit  stops 

Extension  of  parking  regulations 

Preferential  treatment  at  traffic  signals  for  high  occupancy  vehicles 
such  as  buses,  trackless  trolley  and  light  rail    vehicles    can  be    a 
useful  tool  as  part  of  an  overall  transportation  strategy.     It  is  estimated 
that  average  travel  speeds  can  be  increased  by  10  per  cent.     An  example 
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TABLE  7.4 

EXCLUSIVE  BUS  LANES  IN  THE  UNITED  STATES  AND  PUERTO  RICO 


City  and  Locntion 

Curb 

Chicago,  II. 

Cermak  Road-47th  Avenue  Turnaround 

New  York,  N.Y. 

Hillside  Avenue ,  Queens  between 
Francis  Lewis  Boulevard  and 
167th  Street 

Livingston  Street,  Brooklyn,  between 
Flatbush  Avenue  and  Boerum  Place 

Victory  Boulevard,  Staten  Island  be- 
tween Bay  Street  and  Forest  Avenue 

Contra -Flow  Bus  Lane 

Chicago,  II. 

North  Sheridan  Road 

Indianapolis ,  In. 

Louisville,  Ky. 

Third  Street  between  Breckenridge 
and  Avery 

Madison,  Wi. 

University  Avenue 

San  Juan,  P.R. 

(I)  Ponce  de  Leon,    (2)  Fernandez 
Juncos,  and    (3)  Munoz  Rivera  Avenues 

Miami,  Fl. 

South  Dixie  Highway 


Date 
Started 
or  Status 


Hours         Peak  -Hour 
of  Bus 


1966 


1971 


Length 
(Miles!        Operation''      Volumes 


Existing 

0.03 

24 

1969 

2.0 

7-9  a.m. 
4-7  p.m . 

1963 

0.68 

7-9  a.m. 
4-7  p.m. 

1963 

1.0 

7-9  a.m. 
4-7  p.m. 

1939 

1.25 

7-9:30  a.m 
4-6:30  p.m 

1965 

2.75 

24 

1971 

1.50 

7-9  a.m. 

1974 
demon- 
stration 


2.0 
10.8 

5.5 


24 


24 


7-9  a.m. 

4-6  p.m. 


12 
170 


.77 
64 

32 

10 

12^ 

15 
NA 

NA 


Median  Bus  Lane 

Atlanta,  Ga.  1958  .08 

Walton  Street  between  Broad 
and  Forsythe  Streets 

Chicago,  II.  1956  0.60 

Washington  Street  between 
Wacker  Drive  and  Michigan  Avenue 

State  Street  between  Wacker  Drive  1958  0.60 

and  Congress  Street 

New  Orleans ,  La.  1966  1.25 

Canal  Street.     Neutral  ground  between 
Mississippi  River  and  North  Claiborne  St. 

Philadelphia,  Pa.  1956  0.65 

East  Market  Street  between  Sixth  and 
Broad  Streets 


7-9  a.m. 
4-6:30  p.m. 

24 


24 


24 


24 


Hours  of  lane  operation;   hours  of  bus  operation  may  vary 

Express  bus  volume. 

Source:  U.S.  D.O.T.  -  Transportation  System  Management  -  State  of  the  Art, 
February,   1977 


30 


108 


55 


120 
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of  this  is  the  new  computerized  traffic  control  system  on  Massachusetts 
Avenue  in  Boston  which  senses  the  movement  of  buses  on  Massachusetts 
Avenue  and  then  adjusts  the  timing  of  signals  to  accelerate  traffic  flow 
in  approaches  occupied  by  buses.     In  Commonwealth  Avenue's  new  traffic 
improvement  plan,  light  rail  vehicles  operating  in  a  median  reservation  will 
receive  priority  at  intersections . 


TRANSIT   COSTS 

Capital  Costs 

In  order  to  compare  the  cost  of  transit  alternatives  without  performing 
detailed  engineering  design,  data  were  developed  from  various  sources  to 
determine  the  cost  per  mile  of  implementing  various  transit  modes  on  differ- 
ing alignments.     Unit  costs  for  the  various  modes  are  given  in  Table  7.5 
broken  down  by  each  cost  component.     Table  7.6  shows  these  costs  aggre- 
gated on  a  per  mile  and  per  station  basis  for  various  right-of-way  config- 
urations.    Table  7.6  clearly  shows  the  large  increase  in  costs  when  tunnels, 
constructed  by  either  cut  and  cover  or  deep  bore  (shield-driven)  methods  , 
are  required  to  provide  transit  right-of-way. 

TABLE    7.5 

COMPARATIVE    UNIT   CAPITAL    COSTS    (1977) 


Guideways 
Deep  Bore 

Cut  &  Cover 

At-Grade 

Traekwork 

Traction  Power 
Third  Rail 

Overhead  Wire 

Signals  and  Communication 

Transit  Priority  Signals 

Engineering  and  Administration 

Contingencies 

Vehicles  (each) 


COST  PER  MILE 

Commuter 

Rail  Rapid  Transit  Light  Rail 

$53,000,000  $53,0.00,000  $63,000,000 

$33,500,000  $33,500,000  $33,500,000 

$1,400,000  $1,400,000  $        900,000 

$   1,2  00,000  $    1,200,000  $    1,200,000 

$    1  ,000,000  

.  $    1,400,000 

$   300,000     $  1,600,000     $   500,000 

$   250,000 

15%  of  non-vehicle  capital  costs 
25%  of  non-vehicle  capital  costs 

$        750,000  $        600,000  $        650,000 


Trackless 
Trolley 


$    1,500,000 


Bus 


500,000      $500,000 


250,000      $250,000 


105,  000      $    75,000 


Sources; 

1 .  Costs  for  Guideways  for  Deep  Bore  and  Cut  &  Cover  taken  from  recent  construction  estimates 
(Spring  1977)  of  Rod  Line  Extension  from  Harvard  Square  to  Alewlfe  Station 

2.  Costs  for  Traekwork,  Traction  Power,  Signals  and  Communication  taken  from  estimates  prepared 
by  T.  K.  Dyer  (Light  Rail  Transit  -  DOT  UT  50009  Spring  1976) 

3,  Source  for  vehicle  costs  taken  from  1975  -  PMT  and  1977  UMTA  grants  for  MBTA  and  other  U.S  transit  authorities. 

4,  Source  for  transit  priority  signals  -  TAMS  experience  on  Commonwealth  Avenue  &  Massachusetts  Avenue 
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TABLE    7.6 

UNIT     CONSTRUCTION   COSTS    (1977) 


COST  PER  MILE 

Commuter 

Trackless 

Rail 

Rapid  Transit 
$96,000,000 

Light  Rail 
$96,000,000 

Trolley 

Bus 

Deep  Bore  Tunnel 

$96,000,000 

$95,000,000 

Cut  &  Cover  Tunnel 

$54,000,000 

$54,000,000 

$54,000,000 

$54,000,000 

At-Grade  (on  street) 



$    6,100,000 

$   3,200,000 

$  :  ,1  00,000 

On  Mldland'Branch 

$  1,8  00,000 

$   5,830,000 

$  4,600,000 

COST  PER  STATION 

Underground 

$21,000,000 

$21,  000,000 

$16,  000,000* 

Embankment/Open  Cut 

$        500,000 

$  3,2'00,000 

$        500,000 

At-Grade  (on  street) 

$        100,000 

$        100,000 
(per  milet 

$        100,000 
(per  mile) 

*  Lower  cost  due  to  shorter  train  length  for  light  rail 

1.  All  costs  Include  15%  for  engineering  and  administration  and  25%  for  contingencies 

2.  Cost  per  mile  includes  everything  except  costs  for  stations  and  rolling  stock 

3.  Costs  for  underground  construction  and  stations  taken  from  Spring  1977  construction  estimates  for  Red  Line 
Extension.    Costs  for  embankment/open  cut  taken  from  station  estimates  for  the  relocated  Orange  Line.     Costs 
factored  for  light  rail  and  commuter  rail  stations 

4.  At-grade  (on-street)  assumes  exclusive  median  reservation  with  traffic  priority  at  intersections 

5.  Costs  for  Midland  Branch  include  electric  power,  signals  and  communications,  and  a  third  track  for  freight  ffrom 
Blue  Hill  Ave.  to  Norfolk  Street).     Third  track  costs  were  taken  from  estimates  prepared  by  T.  K.  Dyer,   "Recon- 
struction of  the  Dorchester  Branch",  Fepruary,   la77.     oosts  for  upgrading  the  existing  trackage  are  not  included. 


Operating  Costs 

Projected  operating  costs  for  all  alternatives  were  calculated  from  a 
set  of  formulas  derived  by  the  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Con- 
struction (EOTC)  reflecting  1975  costs  for  all  MBTA  operated  modes.     The 
cost  formulas  measured  the  costs  associated  with  the  implementation  of  each 
alternative  without  apportioning  systemwide  costs  of  existing  MBTA  facilities 
Based  on  recent  data,  inflation  factors  (varying  from  8  to  13  per  cent)  were 
applied  to  the  initial  estimates  to  reflect  a  19  77  cost  structure.     In  addition, 
projected  feeder  bus  service  and  cost  changes  associated  with  each  alter- 
native were  assessed  and  included  in  developing  operating  costs. 

Comparative  Costs 

Figure  7.1  shows  a  general  relationship  between  passenger-carrying 
capacity  and  annual  system  cost  for  bus,  light  rail  (LRV)  and  rapid  transit 
(subway)*. 

At  low  passenger  volumes,  the  bus  is  most  economical  because  of 
low  capital  costs  for  both  vehicles  and  right-of-way  (which  generally  is 


Source:    Lenow,  Martin,    "The  Resurgence  of  Light  Rail  Transit", 
Transportation  Engineering  Journal  of  ASCE,  May,   1976 
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an  existing  street).     When  volumes  increase,  the  bus  becomes  less  econ- 
omical because  smaller  vehicles  make  the  ratio  of  driver  cost  to  passenger 
capacity  quite  high.     (Note:  this  is  somewhat  alleviated  when  articulated 
buses  are  used).     Rapid  transit,  on  the  other  hand,  has  high  per  passenger 
cost  at  low  volumes  because  of  very  high  capital  and  power  costs.     How- 
ever, at  high  volumes,  cost  per  passenger  is  low  because  of  a  very  low 
ratio  of  labor  cost  to  passengers  carried,  particularly  when  6-8  car  trains 
are  used.     As  Figure  7.1  shows,  light  rail  is  most  economical  in  an  inter- 
mediate range  of  passengers  since  light  rail  has  characteristics  which 
range  between  the  two  extremes . 

Note  that  this  is  a  generalized  figure  and  does  not  show  specific 
passenger  capacity  points  where  light  rail  becomes  more  economical  than 
buses  and  where  rapid  transit  becomes  more  economical  than  light  rail. 
These  points  depend  upon  such  factors  as  operator's  salaries  and  fringe 
benefits,  labor  work  rules,  type  of  right-of-way  and  power  costs. 
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CHAPTER  8       RIGHT-OF-WAY  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  the  right-of-way  (R.O.W.)  analysis  was  twofold: 
(1)  to  inventory  potential  rights-of-way  to  help  identify  fixed-route  transit 
alignments,  and   (2)  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  these  transit  alignments  on 
the  rights-of-way  identified. 

The  process  initially  involved  collecting  data  on  alignments  having 
potential  transit  use.     These  data,  in  conjunction  with  transportation  de- 
mand factors  and  potential  connections  to  existing  services,  were  used  to 
identify  potential  transit  alignments.     Then  the  required  transit  rights-of- 
way  were  superimposed  upon  the  existing  alignments  to  determine  potential 
right-of-way  problems . 

The  sketch  plan  level  of  analysis  used  in  Phase  I  for  selecting  transit 
alternatives  has  served  mainly  to  indicate  potential  problems  which  must 
be  resolved  in  Phase  II  of  the  study  when  a  fewer  number  of  alignments 
will  be  analyzed  in  greater  detail. 


R.O.W.   IDENTrFICATION    AND    STREET   INVENTORY 

Potential  alignments  for  transit  use  in  the  study  area  are  effectively 
limited  to  city  streets  and  the  Midland  Branch  Railroad.     Initially  a  number 
of  major  streets  were  identified  as  having  the  greatest  potential  for  transit 
service  based  on  the  following  criteria: 

1 .  Providing  connection  between  commercial  centers  in  the  study 

area 

2.  Having  greatest  R.O.W.  width 

3.  Providing  potential  tie-in  or  transfer  to  existing  transit  services 

4.  Having  adjacent  land  uses  most  compatible  with  transit  service 

5.  Providing  potential  connection  between  the  Midland  Branch 

and  Washington/Warren/Blue  Hill  Corridors 

Schematic  diagrams  showing  cross-sections  and  other  data  collected 
on  the  streets  listed  in  Table  8.1  are  included  in  Appendix  D. 


MIDLAND    BRANCH    RAILROAD 

Existing  Condition  and  Upgrading  for  Temporary  Railroad  Service 

The  Midland  or  Dorchester  Branch  Railroad  runs  from  the  Shoreline 
RR  at  Readville  to  South  Station.     A  two-track  railbed  runs  for  eight  miles 


TABLE    8.1 

STREETS    JNVENTORrED    FOR    RIGHT-OF-WAY    ANALYSIS 


Figure  No. 

(Appendix  D) 

Street 

D-1 

Blue  Hill  Avenue  * 

D-2 

Washington  Street  * 

D-3 

Warren  Street  * 

D-4 

Dudley  Street  * 

D-5 

New  Dudley  Street* 

D-6 

Ruggles  Street  * 

D-7 

Washington  Street* 

(Dorchester) 

D-8 

Talbot  Avenue  * 

D-9 

Columbia  Road  * 

D-10 

Seaver  Street/ 

Columbus  Avenue  * 

D-11 

Martin  Luther  King 

Boulevard  * 

D-12 

Morton  Street 

D-13 

Norfolk  Avenue 

D-14 

Geneva  Avenue 

D-15 

Tremont  Street 

D-16 

Shawmut  Avenue 

D-17 

Harrison  Avenue 

D-18 

Proposed  CrosstownSt. 

D-19 

Massachusetts  Avenue 

From 

Dudley  Street 
Kneeland  Street 
Dudley  Station 
Uphams  Corner 
Dudley  Station 
Washington  Street 
Grove  Hall 

Blue  Hill  Avenue 
S .  E.  Expressway 
Jackson  Square 

Warren  Street 

Forest  Hills 
Cottage  Street 
Grove  Hall 
Mass.  Turnpike 
Mass.  Turnpike 
Mass.  Turnpike 
S  .  E  .  Expressway 
Mainline  RR 


To 

Mattapan  Square 
Forest  Hills 
Grove  Hall 
Dudley  Station 
Tremont  Street 
Huntington  Avenue 
Codman  Square 

Dorchester  Avenue 
Grove  Hall 
Blue  Hill  Avenue 

Washington  Street 

Washington  Street 
Washington  Street 
MBTA  Red  Line 

Roxbury  Crossing 
Dudley  Station 
Dudley  Station 
Columbus  Avenue 
Columbia  Road 


*     Includes  field  survey  in  field  in  addition  to  data  collection 
from  published  source  and  photograpimetric  maps. 

between  Readville  and  the  rail  yards  at  South  Bay.  Along  the  six  miles  in 
the  study  area  between  Mattapan  Square  and  South  Bay,  there  are  14  track 
bridges,  10  highway  bridges  and  one  grade  crossing  at  Bird  Street. 

The  "Preliminary  Design  Report  for  the  Reconstruction  of  Dorchester 
(Midland^  Branch",  by  Thomas  K.  Dyer,  Inc.  (February,  1977)  was  concerned 
primarily  with  the  costs  of  reconstructing  the  railbed  to  provide  a  detour  for 
commuter  and  intercity  passenger  rail  service  during  construction  of  the  re- 
located Orange  Line. 

According  to  the  Dyer  Report,  inspections  were  made  of  each  track 
bridge.     The  inspections  disclosed  that  considerable  corrosion  of  various 
bridge  components  has  occurred  over  the  years.     However,  according  to  a 
structural  analysis  of  selected  bridges  as  well  as  a  review  of  railroad  stand- 
ards and  ratings,  the  damage  from  corrosion  caused  no  capacity  concerns 
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for  operating  passenger  service  along  the  Midland.     According  to  the  Mass- 
achusetts Department  of  Public  Works  there  are  no  structural  concerns  for  the 
highway  bridges . 

The  present  signal  systems  along  the  Midland  are  either  designed  for 
single  track  freight  or  are  antiquated.     In  either  case  the  signaling  is  out- 
dated for  passenger  train,  light  rail  or  rapid  transit  service. 

Currently  there  is  only  local  freight  service  on  the  line.     The  South 
Station  -  South  Bay  yards  are  used  for  storing  Amtrak  passenger  trains  and 
ConRail  utilizes  portions  of  the  Branch  for  switching  movements  at  the  Bos- 
ton Freight  Terminal,  South  Bay  and  Beacon  Park. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  no  regular  passenger  service  on  the  Branch, 
and  there  has  not  been  any  for  many  years.     When  the  construction  work  for 
the  Relocated  Orange  Line  begins,  passenger  service  will  be  detoured  from 
the  Shore  Line,  consisting  of  4  8  commuter  and  18  Amtrak  trains  each  week- 
day.    There  will  be  33  inbound  and  33  outbound  trains. 

Improvements  during  reconstruction  of  the  line  for  interim  service  in- 
clude fencing,  installation  of  new  welded  rail,  installation  cf  new  wayside 
signals  with  cab  signalling,  elimination  of  the  grade-crossing  at  Bird  Street 
and  provision  for  temporary  stops  qJ.  Uphams  Corner,  Morton  Street  and  Fair- 
mount  (Hyde  Park) . 

Potential  Addition  of  a  Third  Track 

Included  in  the  Dyer  report  was  an  analysis  of  the  feasibility  and  cost 
to  reconstruct  the  right-of-way  in  order  to  accommodate  three  tracks  for  future 
use.     This  would  allow  two  tracks  to  be  used  for  either  light  rail  or  rapid 
transit  service,  with  the  third  track  used  for  freight  and/or  passenger  rail- 
road service . 

The  analysis  considered  only  the  section  of  tracks  from  Norfolk  Ave- 
nue to  Blue  Hill  Avenue.     The  remainder  of  the  railbed  north  of  Norfolk 
Avenue  was  not  included  in  the  cost  estimate  due  to  some  design  uncer- 
tainties which  could  not  be  resolved  during  the  course  of  the  brief  analysis. 

Providing  an  additional  track  on  Norfolk  Avenue  -  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
portion  will  require  (above  and  beyond  that  already  necessary  to  upgrade  the 
Midland  for  passenger  service)  excavation,  embankment  fill,  retaining  walls, 
added  track  and  highway  bridge  spans  with  abutment  changes,  alterations 
to  existing  signals  and  pole  and  wire  line,  and  relocation  of  fencing. 

To  provide  for  a  3rd  track,  the  railbed  would  have  to  be  widened  in 
certain  areas,  although  many  areas  are  already  graded  for  three  tracks. 
Minor  land  takings  would  be  required  between  Bird  Street  and  Quincy 
Street,  Columbia  Road  and  Geneva  Street  and  at  Norfolk  Street. 
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In  addition  to  excavation  and  embankment  work,  eight  existing  track 
bridges  would  require  the  addition  of  another  span.     Further  construction 
will  be  required  at  six  projected  station  locations: 

1  .  Uphams  Corner  at  Dudley  Street 

2.  Quincy  Street  -  Columbia  Road 

3.  Mount  Bowdoin  at  Washington  Street 

4.  Harvard  Street 

5.  Morton  Street 

6.  Blue  Hill  Avenue  (Mattapan  Square) 

The  Dyer  Report  estimated  costs  for  both  high  and  low  platform  systems 
as  shown  in  Table  8.2.     These  costs  include  provision  of  a  3rd  track,  either 
overhead  catenary  or  3rd  rail  service  and  provision  of  platforms  at  stations. 
Only  the  section  between  Norfolk  Avenue  and  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Is  included. 


TABLE    8.2 

ESTIMATED    COST   TO    PROVIDE    FOR    TRANSIT    ON    MIDLAND    RAILROAD 

Construction  Cost  in  1976  Dollars 


Light  Rail  Type  Rapid  Transit  Type 

Low  Level  Platforms  High  Level  Platforms 


(Catenary 'I (Third  Rail) 

Right-of-Way                          $6,500,000  $7,600,000 

Stations                                       1,200,000  2,800,000 

Total              $7,700,000  $10,400,000 

*     Source:    T,  K.  Dyer  -  "Preliminary  Design  Report  for  Reconstruction 
of  the  Dorchester  (Midland)  Branch",   February,  1977 


RIGHT-OF-WAY    REQUIREMENTS 

Most  of  the  Phase  I  right-of-way  analysis  was  concerned  with  either 
light  rail,  bus  or  trackless  trolley  vehicles  operating  in  a  median  reservation 
on  city  streets.     Such  systems  require  that  space  be  allocated  for  both  transit 
service  and  normal  vehicular  traffic  and  possibly  parking.     Tunnels  also  re- 
quire sufficient  right-of-way  to  minimize  underpinning  of  adjacent  structures. 
While  detailed  vertical  alignment  and  geotechnical  data  would  be  required 
to  precisely  define  this  width  requirement,  a  rule-of-thumb  measure  would 
be  a  60-foot  right-of-way  for  a  two  track  tunnel.     Since  this  width  is 
available  on  virtually  all  potential  transit  alignments  in  the  study  area, 
potential  tunnel  right-of-way  problems  were  not  analyzed  further  in  Phase  I. 

Median  Reservation  for  Light  Rail  and  Bus 

Standards  for  light  rail  median  reservations  were  obtained  from 
plans  for  a  reconstructed  Commonwealth  Avenue.     Three  configurations 
are  possible  for  a  light  rail  system  operating  in  a  median: 


i 
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No  platforms: 
Platforms  on  one  side: 
Platforms  on  both  sides; 


25-26'  wide 
31-32'  wide 
35-36'  wide 


Having  two  stations  directly  opposite  each  other  (i.e.,  platforms  on 
both  sides)  is  wasteful  in  terms  of  width  and  undesirable  for  vehicular  traffic 
operations.     Consequently  it  is  advisable  to  stagger  platforms  and  a  32- 
foot  required  width  for  light  rail  medians  was  carried  through  as  a  standard 
to  use  in  determining  right-of-way  suitability. 

Based  on  information  from  the  technical  literature  and  traffic  opera- 
tions, the  following  minimum  cross-section  was  derived  for  buses: 

Two  trave Manes  @  ir  =  22' 

One  platform  @  5'  =  5' 

Two  curbs  @  2'  =  4' 

Total  31' 

Since  this  is  close  to  the  light  rail  width,  a  standard  width  of  32  feet 
was  carried  through  in  all  subsequent  analyses \i 


Evaluation  of  Street  Width  Adequacy 

Once  the  median  width  was  established,  a  total  standard  cross- 
section  was  developed.     The  standard  width  included  the  following  elements 
as  shown  in  Figure  8.1. 


(or  four  travel  lanes  @  11') 


Transit  median 

32' 

Two  travel  lanes  @  12' 

24' 

Two  parking  lanes  @  10' 

20' 

Two  sidewalks  @  7' 

14' 

Total 

90 

BUS    OR    LRV 
^         MEDIAN  V 


FIGURE   8.1 


MINIMUM   STANDARD   STREET  CROSS-SECTION 
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This  minimum    standard  of  90  feet  was  used  to  identify  potential 
right-of-way  problem  areas  for  transit  alignments.     Obviously  the  90  feet 
can  vary  considerably  from  street  to  street  depending  on  traffic  volumes, 
vehicle  turning  movements ,  parking  requirements  and  pedestrian  require- 
ments.    These  will  be  identified  more  precisely  in  Phase  II. 

Based  on  the  90-foot  requirement,  right-of-way  deficiencies  were 
identified  for  all  the  streets  utilized  as  part  of  alternative  transit  systems. 
These  segments  are  shown  in  Figure  8.2. 

Five  solutions  are  possible  to  overcome  these  deficiencies: 

(1)  build  tunnel  sections 

(2)  acquire  property  along  the  right-of-way 

(3)  run  light  rail  or  bus  on  street  with  other  vehicles 

(4)  prohibit  or  severely  restrict  vehicular  traffic  on  portions 

of  the  street 

(5)  prohibit  parking  along  sections  of  the  route 

Building  tunnel  sections  would  probably  obviate  the  need  for  any  of 
the  other  solutions ,  but  is  by  far  the  most  expensive  way  to  solve  the 
problem.     Property  acquisition  would  cost  less,  but  could  cause  un- 
desirable relocation  of  businesses  and  homes  and  possibly  have  a  dam- 
aging affect  on  neighborhood  cohesion.     The  extent  of  such  impact  varies 
significantly  throughout  the  area  since  some  streets  with  potential  takings 
(e.g..  Blue  Hill  Avenue  north  of  Grove  Hall)  contain  a  very  high  proportion 
of  vacant  land  and  abandoned  buildings  along  the  right-of-way.     The  field 
survey  given  in  Appendix  D  identifies  general  land  use  characteristics  which 
will  aid  in  making  an  assessment  of  the  viability  of  land  takings.     A  more 
detailed  evaluation  will  be  made  as  part  of  Phase  II  work. 

The  third  solution  would  lead  to  very  poor  transit  performance  char- 
acteristics and  increase  traffic  congestion.     The  fourth  solution  might 
be  effective  in  limited  areas  such  as  Dudley  Station  but  probably  could 
not  be  considered  as  a  general  solution  along  major  traffic  arterials. 
Parking  prohibitions  might  be  possible  but  are  difficult  to  enforce  and 
are  potentially  damaging  to  commercial  properties  if  sufficient  replace- 
ment parking  is  not  provided.     These  factors  will  be  analyzed  as  part 
of  Phase  II. 


SPECIFIC   ANALYSES 

As  explained  previously,  an  evaluation  of  solutions  to  specific 
right-of-way  problems  will  be  made  when  the  number  of  transit  alternatives 
is  reduced  prior  to  Phase  II  analysis.     However,  two  specific  right-of- 
way  problems  are  discussed  here,  since  they  are  part  of  a  number  of 
transit  alternatives  which  will  be  carried  into  Phase  II.     One  is  the 


8.6 


POTENTIAL 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

DEFICIENCIES 


Streets  Having  Greater 
Than  Standard  90' 
Right -of -Way. 


1 

replacement/transit 
improvement  study 


ROXBURY 

MATTAPAN 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

V4  1/2  '  '"^ 


FIGURE 


alignment  in  the  South  Cove  area  from  Washington  Street  south  of  the  Mass- 
achusetts Turnpike  tieing  into  the  abandoned  Broadway  Portal  of  the  Green 
Line  Central  Subway.     The  other  concerns  alignments  for  light  rail  or  busway 
in  the  Dudley  Station  area. 

South  Cove  Alignment 

A  light  rail  system  tieing  into  the  Green  Line  at  the  Broadway  Portal 
is  an  essential  component  of  transit  alternatives  1,  2,  3,  4,   5  and  7  (see 
Chapter  9) .     Some  potential  alignments  for  this  segment  had  previously 
been  suggested  as  part  of  the  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review  (BTPR). 

Four  possible  alignments   (Figure  8.3)  were  analyzed  as  part  of  the 
R/TIS.     Alignments  which  were  developed  during  the  BTPR  called  for  keep- 
ing the  light  rail  line  in  tunnel  from  the  Broadway  Portal  until  it  joined  Wash- 
ington Street  at  Monsignor  Reynolds  Way  in  the  South  End.     This  tunnel 
was  costly  since  it  had  to  pass  under  the  South  Cove  tunnel  of  the  Relo- 
cated Orange  Line  which,  in  turn,   had  to  pass  under  the  depressed  section 
of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike. 

Alignment  B,  also  presented  in  the  BTPR  report,  called  for  bringing 
the  light  rail  line  to  grade  on  Shawmut  Avenue  as  soon  as  possible  so  that 
it  could  cross  over  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike.     This  solution  had  met 
with  community  opposition  because  residents  of  Bay  Village  were  con- 
cerned that  it  would  prove  a  safety  hazard  to  children  walking  to  the  re- 
cently constructed  Quincy  School. 

Because  of  the  problems  with  Alignments  A  and  B,  other  align- 
ment alternatives  were  investigated  as  part  of  the  Replacement/Transit 
Improvement     Study.     Alignment  C  continues  in  the  Green  Line  tunnel 
until  Marginal  Road  where  it  runs  parallel  to  the  Massachusetts  Turn- 
pike and  meets  grade  just  west  of  Washington  Street.     It  then  runs  on 
a  new  bridge  across  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike. 

Two  alignments  running  east  of  the  Quincy  School  were  examined. 
Alignment  D-1  runs  east  from  Tremont  Street  to  Washington  Street  north  of 
the  Don  Bosco  School.     The  line  comes  to  grade  in  this  segment  and  then 
continues  down  Washington  Street  in  a  reservation  located  at  either  the 
center  of  the  street  or  at  its  western  edge.     Alignment  D-2,  which  was 
not  examined  in  detail,  crosses  Washington  Street  at-grade  and  then 
runs  down  the  current  Orange  Line  elevated  alignment  to  a  point  south 
of  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike. 

Table  8.3  indicates  the  results  of  the  analysis  in  terms  of  con- 
struction cost  and  other  factors  for  evaluation. 
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TABLE   8.3 

COMPARISON 

OF    SOUTH   COVE    ALIGNMENTS 

1977 

Construction 

Cost  in 

Alignment 

$  Millions             Comments 

A 

55.5                  1 .      Least  disri. 

Least  disruption  to  street  and  ped- 
estrian movements.    Least  noise 
impact 

2.      Tunnel  limits  practical  number  of 
station  locations  (because  of  cost) 
in  South  End. 

B  4.8  1  .      Major  disruption  to  traffic  on  Tre- 

mont  St.  and  Shawmut  Ave. 

2.      Hinders  access  to  Quincy  School 
from  Bay  Village 

C  8.0  1.      Disrupts  traffic  on  Marginal  Road 

(which  has  lower  traffic  volumes 
than  the  other  streets  in  the  area). 

2.      Does  not  isolate  Quincy  School. 

D-1  3.7  1.      Disruption  of  traffic  on  Washington 

Street 

2.  Hinders  access  to  Quincy  School  from 
Chinatown 

3.  Potential  noise  impact  on  Quincy 
School. 

No  definite  recommendations  were  made  concerning  the  comparison  of 
alignments  since  these  are  more  properly  done  as  part  of  Phase  II.     How- 
ever, alternative  C  appears  to  be  the  most  acceptable  in  terms  of  cost  and 
community  impact.     The  cost  estimate  for  alternative  C  was  carried  through 
in  capital  cost  estimates  for  all  transit  alternatives  connecting  to-the  Green 
Line  at  Boylston  Station. 

Dudley  Station  Area 

Service  to  Dudley  Station  is  an  integral  part  of  every  transit  alter- 
native (see  Chapter  9).     However,  the  right-of-way  is  limited  along  all 
potential  streets  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Station  since  Washington  and  War- 
ren Streets  have  60  and  70  foot  rights-of-way  respectively  (less  than  the 
minimum  of  90  feet). 
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Detailed  analysis  of  how  to  solve  right-of-way  problems  in  the 
Dudley  area  will  be  made  as  part  of  Phase  II  of  this  study.     During  Phase  I, 
the  analysis  made  as  part  of  the  BTPR  study  for  a  light  rail  system  was  re- 
viewed. 

The  BTPR  Southwest  report  (Figures  III-37  and  III-38)  indicated  two  po- 
tential ways  of  dealing  with  the  problem.     One  solution  was  to  have  two  one- 
way transit  reservations  .     Going  north  along  Warren  Street,  service  would 
split  at  Dudley  Street  with  a  northbound  reservation  along  Harrison  Avenue 
and  a  southbound  system  along  the  Washington  Street-Warren  Street  align- 
ment.    Both  lines  would  meet  again  at  the  proposed  Crosstown  Street  and 
run  as  a  two-way  median  up  Washington  Street.     This  alignment  could  prob- 
ably be  built  with  little  or  no  land  takings. 

A  more  extensive  alternative  studied  in  the  BTPR  called  for  a  two-way 
light  rail  line  running  down  Washington  and  Warren  Streets.     This  system 
would  be  an  integral  part  of  an  auto  and  bus  prohibited  zone  along  both 
Warren  and  Washington  Streets  between  Dudley  and  the  new  Crosstown 
Street  making  access  to  the  fronts  of  stores  in  the  Dudley  commercial  dis- 
trict possible  by  pedestrians  and  light  rail  only.    Auto  and  truck  access 
would  be  provided  from  Shawmut  and  Harrison  Streets  with  new  parking 
lots  constructed  at  various  points. 

In  Phase  II,  careful  study  of  the  BTPR  schemes  plus  additional  al- 
ternative alignments  are  expected  to  made  by  a  task  force  looking  at  both 
transportation  and  land  use  factors  in  the   Dudley  Station  area. 
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CHAPTER  9    TRANSIT  ALTERNATIVES  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

This  Chapter  describes  the  process  used  in  identifying  and  analyzing 
transit  alternatives.    The  analysis  of  longer  range  improvements  involving 
construction  and  vehicle  purchase  are  included  in  this  Chapter.    Short- 
range  operational  analysis  is  included  in  Chapter  6.    Infofmation  developed 
in  this  Chapter  is  then  used  in'Chapter  10  to  determine  which  alternatives 
should  be  given  more  detailed  analysis  in  Phase  II  of  the  study. 

Potential  public  transportation  improvements  fall  into  a  wide  range 
of  possibilities  depending  on  choice  of  mode,  alignment  and  connections 
to  existing  service.     Table  9.1  lists  possibilities  in  these  three  categories 
developed  from  the  technology,  right-of-way  and  service  analyses  described 
in  previous  Chapters. 


TABLE  9.1 

POTENTIAL  TRANSIT  ALTERNATIVES 


Mode      ^ — ^ 
Rapid  Transit 

Commuter  Rail 
Light  Rail 


Bus  or  Trackless 
Trolley 


Potential  Connections 

Orange  Line 
Red  Line 

South  Station 

Green  Line  Central  Subway 
Green  Line  -  Arborway 
Ashmont  -  Mattapan  Line 

Proposed  Auto  Restricted 

Zone  (A.R.Z.) 
Rail  Transit  Stations 


Potential  Alignments 

City  Streets:  Tunnel 
Midland  RR:  Grade-separated 

Midland  RR:  Grade-separated 

City  streets:  At -grade  or 

tu  nne  1 
Midland  RR:  Grade-separated 

City  streets:  At-grade 


Since  a.  number  of  city  streets  can  provide  potential  transit  alignments 
and  various  modes  and  alignments  can  be  combined,  the  number  of  possible 
alternatives  is  virtually  infinite.    Delineating,  analyzing  and  evaluating 
all  (or  even  a  large  portion  of  them  )  early  in  the  study  would  have  been  con- 
fusing to  all  concerned.    To  make  the  process  as  simple  and  as  logical  as 
possible,  it  was  imperative  to  limit  the  number  of  alternatives  being  compared 
at  any  given  time. 
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PROCESS 

The  process  for  alternatives  analysis  that  was  followed  is  shown 
schematically  in  Figure  9.1.    Initially,  three  alignments  were  identified 
on  the  basis  of  area  travel  needs  and  available  right-of-way.    Then  a 
variety  of  transportation  modes  were  examined  on  the  three  alignments, 
creating  a  series  of  "generalized  alternatives".    These  generalized  al- 
ternatives  specified  a  particular  vehicle  type  running  at  a  given  profile 
on  the  alignment  but  did  not  contain  detailed  information  such  as  the 
location  of  stations     and  connection  to  existing  services. 

Analysis  of  the  generalized  alternatives  using  the  evaluation  criteria 
shown  in  Table  1 .1  provided  information  required  to  delineate  specific 
alternatives.    The  specific  alternatives  were  transit  systems  at  the  level 
of  detail  required  to  estimate  potential  riders  attracted  to  the  system, 
potential  travel  time  savings  associated  with  the  system,  and  transit 
operating  costs.    Information  about  these  characteristics  and  others, 
such  as  community  response  and  other  evaluation  criteria,  was  generated 
for  each  specific  transit  alternative.    This  permitted  a  comprehensive 
look  at  the  alternatives  which  were  measured  by  the  criteria. 

Various  transit  modes  and  alignments  used  as  part  or  all  of  the 
specific  alternatives  were  then  evaluated  on  a  study  area-wide  basis 
and  within  specified  "zones  of  service"  which  correspond  to  the  four 
basic  areas  of  the  study. 

Zone  1 .  South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Zone  2.  Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Zone  3.  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

Zone  4.  Crosstown  (Northeastern  to  Columbia  Point) 

The  proposed  alternatives  were  compared  to  two  base  case  alter- 
natives: 

1.  The  Existing  Transit  System  (with  the  Washington  St. 
Elevated)  and 

2.  The  Relocated  Orange  Line  (with  a  modified  Feeder  Bus 
System) 

In  all  cases,  proposed  improvements  were  compared  to  Base 
Case  2  since  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line  was  a  premise  upon  which 
the  study  was  initiated.    Base  Case  1  was  used  only  for  calibration  of 
the  Ridership  Model  (see  Appendix  C) . 
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INPUT 


PROCEDURE 


OUTPUT 


Travel  Needs 
Available  R.C.W. 


Vehicle  Type 
Vertical  Alignment 


Station  Location 
Service  Connections 
Feeder  Service 
Operating  Speed 
Service  Frequency 


Identify  Major 
Transit  Alignments 


\L/ 


Identify  Modes  on 
Alignments  to  Create 
"Generalized  Alternatives" 


^ 


Tabulate  Preliminary  Data 
on  "Generalized  Alternatives' 


Combine  Parts  of 
"Generalized  Alternatives" 
to  Form  Specific  Alternatives 


Tabulate  Data  on 
Specific  Alternatives 


Select  Transit  Modes  and 
Alignments  within  "Zones  of 
Service"  which  Best  Meet 
Criteria  for  Consideration 
in  Phase  II  of  the  Study 


Capital  Cost 
Qualitative  Criteria 
Community  Response 


Capital  Cost 
Operating  Cost 
Travel  Time  Savings 
Daily  Riders 
Auto  Diversions 
Qualitative  Criteria 
Community  Response 
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IDENTrFlCATlON    OF    GENERALIZED    ALTERNATIVES 


Major  alignments  were  identified  by  using  information  derived  from  . 

the  right-of-way  analysis  (Chapter  8),  the  analysis  of  travel  desires  (Chap  1 

ter  4)  and  examination  of  alternatives  proposed  in  previous  studies  including: 


(1)  The  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review  (BTPR)  Southwest 
Report  -  1972 

(2)  A  Supplementary  Report  prepared  by  the  BTPR  staff  (unpublished)  - 
1973 

(3)  A  Preliminary  Analysis  of  New  TDP  (Transit  Development  Pro- 
gram) Proposals  prepared  by  the  Central  Transportation  Planning 
Staff  (CTPS),  June,   1975 

(4)  The  Program  for  Mass  Transportation  (PMT)  prepared  by  the 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation  &  Construction  -  19  76 

The  three  generalized  rights-of-way  are  shown  in  Figure  9.2.     Both 
Alignment  A  (Washington  Street  -  Warren  Street  -  Blue  Hill  Avenue) ,  and 
Alignment  B  (The  Midland  Branch  Railroad)  are  downtown  oriented  while 
Alignment  C  provides  a  crosstown  connection  through  the  Dudley  Street  area. 

Alternative  Modes 


II 


Fifteen  possible  fixed-route  transportation  modes  were  examined  on 
these  alignments: 

ALIGNMENT  A  (Washington  Street  -  Warren  Street  -  Blue  Hill  Avenue) 

1.  Rapid  transit  in  tunnel 

2  .  Light  rail  in  tunnel 

3.  Light  rail  in  median  reservation  with  selected  grade  separations 

4.  Light  rail  in  median  reservation 

5.  Trackless  trolley  in  median  reservation 

6.  Busway  in  median  reservation 

7.  Exclusive  curb  bus  lanes 

ALIGNMENT  B  (Midland  Branch  Railroad) 

1 .  Commuter  Rail 

2 .  Rapid  Transit 

3.  Light  Rail 

ALIGNMENT  C  (Crosstown) 

1.  Rapid  Transit  in  Tunnel 

2.  Light  Rail  in  Tunnel 

3.  Light  Rail  in  Median  Reservation 

4.  Light  Rail  in  Street  Traffic 

5.  Busway  in  Median  Reservation 


9.4 


"'■^V^  Forest 
Hills 
Cemetery 


x# 


^?^\ 


k^f'.,- 


^W.. 


/ 


Franklin 
Park 


f     1^ 


J 


//Franklin,^ 


/nk 


resecvatian-  with  selected 

!si  I^^Kte  |feeparati@%_v  'f  I,; 

"""li^t  rail  in  ■rne\ 


, <esen 


Lxclu^ivte^c^r 


\P1  '-" ' 


GENERALIZED 
ALTERNATIVES 


^%:: 


»    /9^ot>* 


Lower 
"Mills  _ 


(D4i»A\ 


«S 


sg?; 


-C'^ 


.(^ 


^-L 


"^  s: 


^:\^ 
^^^ 


^p 


B'oo/i 


Jv^^i. 


a§Ei? 


^/e 


% 


,-^J^ 


.Qfeneralized-atLgament  (G,  ^^(mK////M^, 
Rapid-transit  m^lMe((l''S 


I  (^UINCY 


^*?>9>.' 


„#K- 


UNIVERSITY 


'Columbia  '&::^ 
Point 

'"pMg'ht  rail  in  tunnplJgl 


fl 


)F 


MASSACHI  SETT! 


traffic 

Bus  way  in  median 
reservation 


tight  rail  in  nielia|JjUUD^_^ 
Light  rail  in  strd^OTgQQP[|j 


mm 


DDOD 


...  ]Dffi 


replacement/transit 
improvement  study 


SOUTH     END 
DORCHESTER 


ROXBURY 
MATTAPAN 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

1/4  V2  '  "*^ 


N 


FIGURE 


9.2 


other  configurations  on  the  three  alignments  were  possible  but  were 
not  examined  in  detailfor  the  reasons  stated  below: 

1 .        All  Modes  oh  Elevated  Structures:       Elevated  structures  are 
not  environmentally  compatible  with  the  predominantly  resi- 
dential and  retail  commercial  land  use  in  the  study  area.     Con- 
struction of  such  structures  would  not  be  in  the  best  interests 
of  upgrading  the  area  and  increasing  its  development  poten- 
tial.   (Service  provided  by  the  existing  Washington  Street 
elevated  is  included  as  a  base  case  alternative  for  com- 
parative purposes  only.) 

2  .        Busway  in  Tunnel:      The  cost  to  construct  and  ventilate  this 
type  of  system  would  outweigh  any  potential  benefits  from 
its  implementation.     A  limited  length  tunnel  might  be  feas- 
ible if  required,  particularly  if  it  is  used  for  trackless 
trolleys. 

3.        Busway  on  Alignment  B  (Midland  Branch):      The  Midland 

Branch  Railroad  could  provide  potential  right-of-way  for  a 
busway.     However,  this  configuration  would  require  that 
all  rail  service  be  taken  off  the  Midland  Branch.     It  would 
probably  require  that  bus  service  be  operated  as  a  shuttle 
service  without  a  desirable  connection  to  local  streets  since 
the  construction  cost  to  provide  such  connections  would  be 
high  and  not  in  keeping  with  the  concept  of  buses  as  a  low 
capital  cost  solution.     Benefits  derived  from  such  a  system 
did  not  appear  great  enough  to  consider  this  alternative 
further . 

Evaluation  of  the  Alignments 

A  discussion  of  the  three  alignments  irrespective  of  mode  is  contained 
in  this  section.    Figure  9.3  indicates  the  most  important  considerations 
for  each  alignment. 

Implementation  of  most  major  fixed-route  alternatives  on  Align- 
ment B  (the  Midland  Branch)  would  be  less  costly  than  on  Alignment  A,  since  an 
exclusive  right-of-way  is  available  and  two  tracks  are  being  upgraded 
as  part  of  the  Orange  Line  relocation  project.     However,  north  of  Dud- 
ley Station  and  Uphams  Corner,  Alignment  A  offers  significant  advantages 
in  terms  of  potential  connections  to  existing  lines ,  population  served 
and  replacement  of  current  Orange  Line  service.     In  Roxbury,  Alignment 
A  generally  provides  superior  service  to  commercial  centers  and  has  an 
important  link  to  Dudley  Station.     South  of  Grove  Hall,  Alignment  B 
serves  more  residential  users,  while  Alignment  A  serves  commercial 
establishments  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 
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Alignment  C  provides  an  important  connection  between  Uphams  Corner 
and  the  new  Ruggles  Street  Station  on  the  Orange  Line  with  potential  connec- 
tion to  a  proposed  circumferential  transit  system.    However,  Dudley  Street 
is  too  narrow  to  provide  for  construction  of  any  transit  service  in    a  median. 
Therefore,  any  major  fixed-route  alternatives  on  this  alignment  will  require 
tunnelling,  right-of-way  acquisition,  or  possible  selection  of  parallel  streets 
such  as  the  new  Crosstown  Street,  which  will  have  a  reserved  transit  ease- 
ment. 


EVALUATION  OF  GENERALIZED  ALTERNATIVES 

Capital  construction  costs  were  tabulated  for  each  of  the  general- 
ized alternatives  based  on  the  unit  cost  estimates  summarized  in  Table  9.2 
(which  were  previously  derived  in  Table  7.6).     An  estimate  of  the  hourly 

TABLE    9.2 

SUMMARY    OF    UNIT    CONSTRUCTION    COSTS 


Mode 


Cost  in  Millions  of  1977  Dollars 


Median 

Midland 

Tunnel 

Reservation 

Branch 

Cost  Per  Mile 

Commuter  Rail 

54-96* 

- 

1.8 

Rapid  Transit 

54-96 

- 

5.8 

Light  Rail 

54-96 

6.1 

4.6 

Trackless  Trolley 

54-96 

3.2 

- 

Bus 

- 

1.1 

- 

Cost  Per  Station 

Commuter  Rail 

21.0 

- 

0.5 

Rapid  Transit 

21.0 

- 

3.2 

Light  Rail 

16.0 

0.1 

0.5 

Trackless  Trolley 

- 

0.1 

- 

Bus 

- 

0.1 

- 

*  Higher  Cost  for  Deep-Bore  Tunnelling 

one-way  passenger  carrying  capacity  of  each  mode  was  made  using  the 
frequency  and  number  of  vehicles  used  in  similar  MBTA  services  .     The 
important  characteristics  of  each  alternative  under  the  categories  of  cri- 
teria given  in  Table  1 .1  were  described  and  are  summarized  in  Figure  9.4, 
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TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICE 


Provides  shortest  travel  time  and  . 
greatest  carrying  capacity. 
Frequent  stops  not  feasible  because 
of  high  station  costs. 
Tie-in  with  Orange  Line  presents 
problems  of  split  service. 


Could  provide  travel  speeds  equi- 
valent to  rapid  transit. 
Frequent  stops  not  feasible  because 
of  high  station  costs  (although 
light  rail  stations  are  not  as 
costly) . 

Provides  potential  for  tie-in  with 
Green  Line  and  Hattapan  high-speed 
lines . 


Slower  s^ietidii  than  1  &  2  because 
of  frequent  grade- crossings. 
Frequent  stops  are  feasible. 


Slower  speeds  than  "3"  because  of 
grade  crossings  in  South  End.  and 
Grove  Hall  areas. 


Has  potential  for  greater  frequency 
of  service  than  rail  atternatives. 
Lacks  flexibility  of  bus  to  circu- 
late outside  of  major  fixed-route. 
Traffic  congestion  impedes  penetra- 
tion into  downtown. 


Has  potential  for  greater  frequency 
of  service  than  rail  alternatives. 
Provides  less  potential  line  haul 
capacity  than  rail  alternatives. 
Provides  flexibility  for  collec- 
tion/distribution outside  major 
fixed  routes. 

Traffic  congestion  impedes  pene- 
tration into  downtown. 


Has  potential  for  greater  frequency 
of  service  than  rail  alternatives. 
Provides  less  potential  line  haul 
capacity  than  rail  alternatives. 
Provides  flexibility  for  collec- 
tion/distribution outside  major 
fixed  routes- 
Traffic  congestion  impedes  penetra- 
tion into  downtown. 

Enforcement  required  to  keep 
lanes  open  will  be  difficult. 

Curb  service  safer  and  more  con- 
venient to  users . 


ENVIRONMENTAL/ 
RIGHT  OF  WAY  FACTORS 


Cut-  and  cover  tunnelling 
produces  significant  adverse 
impact  during  construction 
in  terms  of  noise,  air  pol- 
lution and  disruption  to 
pedestrian  and  vehicular 
traffic . 

Underground  stations  present 
potential  security  and  crime 
problems. 


'Sul-    and  coyer  Lunn'^1  linv; 
produces  significant  adverse 
impact  dur Ing  construct  Lou 
in  terms  of  noise,  air  pol- 
lution and  disruption  Co 
pedestrian  and  vehicular 
traffic . 

i.'ndei  ground  stations  present 
potential  security  and  crime 
prohlecis. 


Potential  right-of-way 
problems  in  Dudley  Station 
area,  although  tunnels 
solve  these  problems  in 
South  cove  and  Grove  Hall 
areas. 


Limited  right-of-way  in 
South  Cove  and  Grove  Hall 
areas  require  either  right- 
of-way  acquisition  or  limi- 
tations to  parking  and 
vehicular  movements. 


Quieter  ooeration  than  bus. 
Could  be  later  upgraded  for 
use  by  light  rail. 


Greater  noise  than  rail  or 
trackless  trolley  operations 
Could  be  later  upgraded  for 
use  by  light  rail. 


Greater  noise  than  rail  or 
trackless  trolley  operations 
Minimal  right-of-way  -ind 
construction  impacts. 


LAND  USE/ 

LAND  DEVELOPMENT 


Could  provide  major 
incentive  to  development 
in  vicinity  of  stations. 


Could  provide  iuajor 
incentive  to  development 
In  vicinity  of  stations. 


Could  provide  incen- 
tive for  development 
along  major  streets. 


Could  provide  inv  en- 
tive  for  development 
along  major  streets. 


Could  providt  incen- 
tive for  development 
along  major  streets. 


Lesser  investment  in 
fixed-facilities  pro- 
vides less  incentive 

for  development. 


Virtually  no  investment 
in  fixed-facilities  pro- 
vides less  incentive  for 
development.   Elimination 
of  on-street  parking  at 
various  times  may  present 
problems  to  commercial 
development . 


*        Costs  do  not  include  right-of-way  acquisition 
**      Higher  cost  for  deep-bore  construction 
***    Based  on  similar  MBTA  systems 
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TRANSPORTATK 
SERVICE 


Provides    least    frequent    service 
and    potentially   greatest   station 
spacing    than   all    alternatives. 
Fares    currently   charged    for    com- 
muter   rail    are    far   higher    than 
other    MBTA   services. 
South   Station   can   be    used    as 
terminal. 
Provides    fast    travel    speeds. 
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inus    at    Srut'-.    Section. 
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Provides    shortest    travel    ti    i    and 
greatest   carrying   capacity . 
Frequent    stops   not    feasible   because 
of   high   station   costs. 
Tie-in  with  Orange    Line   presents 
problems   of   split    service. 


Could    provide    travel    speeds   equi- 
valent   to  rapid   transit. 
Frequent    stops    not    feasible   because 
of   high   station  costs    (although 
light   rail   stations  are   not   as 
costly) . 

Provide   potential    for 
tie-in  with  Huntington  Avenue 
Green   Line   and   proposed    .:ircum- 
ferential    transit. 


Slower  speeds  than  1  and  2  because 
of  frequent  grade  crossings.  Poten 
tial   for   frequent   stops. 


Extremely   slow   speeds   because    of 
grade    crossings   and    conflict   with 
vehicular    traffic . 
Extremely   slow   speeds    for    vehicu- 
lar   traffic. 


Has    potential    for    greater    f requenc 
of    service    than   rail    alternatives. 
Provides    less    potential    line   haul 
capacity    than   rail  alternative. 
Provides   flexibility   for  collec- 
tion/distribution outside  major 
fixed    route. 


ENVIRONMENTAL/ 
RIGHT  OF  WAY 
FACTORS 


Noise  impact  on  abutting 
properties. 


LAND  USE/ 

LAND  DEVELOPMENT 
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stimulus  for  development. 
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The  following  pages  contain  a  more  detailed  evaluation  of  the 
fifteen  generalized  alternatives  and  recommendations  for  further  analyses. 

ALIGNMENT  A  -  Washington/Warren/Blue  Hill 

A-1:     Rapid  Transit  in  Tunnel 

Providing  rapid  transit  service  on  Alignment  A  requires  a  continuous 
subway,  therefore,  the  capital  construction  cost  of  this  alternative  (and 
alternative  A-2)  is  substantially  greater  than  all  other  alternatives  con- 
sidered.   To  be  cost  effective,  rapid  transit  alternatives  should  provide 
commensurately  greater  benefits  than  other  modes. 

A  major  benefit  of  rapid  transit  is  its  ability  to  handle  large  vol- 
umes of  passengers.    Prior  to  the  ridership  forecasts  made  as  part  of  the 
analysis  of  specific  alternatives,  a  preliminary  examination  of  ridership 
on  the  relocated  Orange  and  existing  Red  Lines,  and  spacing  of  rail  lines 
was  made.    This  analysis  indicated  that  passenger  demand  in  this  corridor 
could  be  accomodated  in  a  light  rail  or  bus  system  at  far  lower  cost  than  a 
rapid  transit  alternative. 

A  rapid  transit  system  on  Alignment  A  would  have  to  operate  as  a 
branch  of  the  relocated  Orange  Line,  and,  therefore,  provide  the  same  kind 
of  split  service  that  is  presenting  problems  in  terms  of  transit  operation 
and  community  response  on  the  Red  Line  (see  Chapter  6) .    It  does  have 
major  advantages  in  eliminating  conflict  with  surface  traffic  (after  con- 
struction) and  probably  provides  the  greatest  stimulus  to  land  development 
at  station  nodes. 

Another  benefit  of  rapid  transit  service  is  travel  speed.    However, 
preliminary  estimates  indicated  that  travel  time  on  Alignment  A  from  Mat- 
tapan  Square  to  downtown  would  be  only  marginally  less  than  light  rail 
systems  either  in  tunnel  or  at-grade  (see  below): 

Rapid  transit  in  tunnel  16  min.  (avg.  sta.  spacing  =   .  6  mi.) 

Light  rail  in  tunnel  18  min.  (avg.  sta.  spacing  =  .4  mi.) 

Light  rail  at-grade  21  min.  (avg.  sta.  spacing  =  .25mi.) 

(w/selected  grade  separations 

Light  rail  at-grade  24  min.  (avg.  sta.  spacing  ==  .2  mi.) 

In  spite  of  small  travel  time  savings  at  a  relatively  high  cost,  this 
rapid  transit  alternative  was  examined  because  of  the  importance  of  obtaining 
ridership  data  on  it  for  comparative  purposes  and  because  of  community  desires 
to  examine  a  rapid  transit  option  in  more  detail. 
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A-2:     Light  Rail  in  Tunnel 

This  alternative  does  not  differ  significantly  from  Alternative  A-1 
except  that  it  would  operate  as  a  branch  of  the  Green  Line  rather  than  the 
Orange  Line  in  dbwnto'wn..  .  It  offers  faster  service  and  less  disruption  to 
pedestrians  and  vehicles  than  surface  light  rail  alternatives,  but  provides 
inferior  access  to  stationsbecause  they  are  spaced  further  apart  and  located 
underground.  This  alternative  was  dropped  from  further  consideration. 

A-3;     Light  Rail  in  Median  (w/selected  grade  separations)  and  A-4: 
Light  Rail  in  Median 

Both  of  these  alternatives  cost  considerably  less  than  the  preceding 
two  because  they  are  located  primarily  at-grade.     This  factor  decreases 
travel  speed,  but  also  permits  closer  spacing  of  stops  and  precludes  the 
need  for  underground  passenger  access. 

Both  systems  are  intended  to  tie  into  the  Green  Line  Central  Subway 
which  provides  good  downtown  distribution  and  bypasses  congested  city 
streets.     However,  operations  in  the  Central  Subway  are  currently  slow, 
although  MBTA  analysis  has  shown  that  the  subway  is  operating  well 
below  its  potential  capacity. 

Alternative  A-3  contains  tunnel  sections  under  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  and  through  the  Grove  Hall  area  which  require  an  additional 
$100  million  in  capital  costs.     The  right-of-way  analysis  in  Chapter  8 
indicated  that  a  tunnel  under  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike  was  not  justi- 
fied, but  that  a  tunnel  in  the  Grove  Hall  area  of  Warren  Street  may  be 
required. 

Both  alternatives  provide  fixed-rail  service  in  the  South  End/ 
Dudley/Grove  Hall  corridor  at  a  far  lower  cost  than  underground  alter- 
natives, and  were  further  evaluated  as  specific  alternatives. 

A-5:     Trackless  Trolley  in  Median 

The  trackless  trolley  alternative  could  operate  in  two  basic  ways: 
(1)  as  a  shuttle  between  downtown  and  Mattapan  Square    or,    (2)  as  a 
feeder  system  as  well  as  a  line  haul  system  with  local  routes  feeding 
into  an  exclusive  right-of-way.     The  first  solution  would  require  per- 
sons to  transfer  from  local  feeder  buses  to  the  shuttle  service.     How- 
ever, the  latter  solution  would  require  a  heavy  investment  in  fixed 
overhead  electrical  power  feed  which  would  tend  to  preclude  changing  feeder 
routes  as  needs  arose  and  might  cause  adverse  visual  impact  on  neighbor- 
hood streets.    Consequently  a  shuttle  system  appeared  more  desirable  for 
the  trackless  trolley  mode. 
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The  trackless  trolley  cannot  offer  the  flexibility  of  the  bus  in  out- 
lying areas  nor  the  potential  of  light  rail  for  bypassing  downtown  traffic 
congestion  by  using  the  Central  Subway.    It  also  would  probably  require  con- 
struction of  a  new  trackless  trolley  maintenance  facility.    However,  the 
trackless  trolley  has  lower  noise  and  air  pollution  impact  than  the  bus. 

Because  of  its  essential  similarity  with  the  bus,  the  trackless  trolley 
alternative  was  not  developed  as  a  separate  specific  alternative  in  Phase  I. 
Rather,  all  bus  alternatives  were  considered  to  have  capability  for  trackless 
trolley  services,  though  the  limitations  of  trackless  trolley  service  were  re- 
cognized. 

A-6:    Busway  in  Median 

Like  the  trackless  trolley,  the  bus  could  be  operated  as  either  a  shuttle 
or  feeder  system.  However,  it  is  more  feasible  as  a  feeder  system  than  the 
trackless  trolley  because  it  does  not  require  overhead  power  on  local  streets. 
Consequently,  a  system  with  local  bus  routes  feeding  into  a  bus  route  using  an 
exclusive  median  right-of-way  was  investigated.    This  type  of  feeder  service 
would  permit  more  people  to  have  a  one-seat  ride  to  their  destination  that  with 
fixed-rail  alternatives. 

A  major  disadvantage  of  bus  or  trackless  trolley  modes  is  that 
they  have  to  compete  with  traffic  congestion  in  order  to  penetrate  down- 
town north  of  Stuart  (Knee  land)  Street.     The  auto -res  trie  ted  zone  (ARZ) 
or  transit  loop  planned  for  the  Washington  Street  downtown  area  has 
the  potential  for  relieving  much  of  this  congestion. 

As  with  the  trackless  trolley  alternative,  construction  of  a  median 
for  a  busway  could  be  a  first  step  in  implementing  a  light  rail  system. 
The  feeder  system  busway  concept  was  further  developed  as  a  specific 
alternative. 

A-7:     Exclusive  Bus  Lane  at  Curb 

This  alternative  would  utilize  a  reserved  traffic  lane  adjacent  to 
the  curb  for  buses,  either  throughout  the  day  or  during  peak  hours.     The 
primary  advantages  of  this  alternative  are  its  very  low  capital  cost  and 
the  fact  that  it  provides  for  boarding  at  the  curb  rather  than  at  a  median, 
and  therefore  obviates  the  need  for  users  to  cross  part  of  the  street  to 
gain  access  to  a  platform. 

The  alternative  poses  two  major  disadvantages:    (1)  massive  prob- 
lems of  enforcement  of  traffic  regulations,  and,    (2)  need  for  prohibiting 
parking  when  the  bus  lane  is  in  operation.     Operating  the  exclusive 
lane  during  peak  hours  only  reduces  the  parking  prohibition  problem. 
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particularly  in  the  morning  rush  hour  when  most  stores  are  closed.     How- 
ever, this  would  not  permit  buses  to  bypass  traffic  congestion  during  other 
parts  of  the  day.     An  all-day  parking  prohibition  could  present  real  prob- 
lems to  local  merchants  who  want  auto  access. 

Because  of  potential  enforcement  problems  and  the  fact  that  it  runs 
counter  to  the  important  goal  of  upgrading  local  businesses  along  major 
streets,  alternative  A-7  was  dropped  as  a  means  of  improving  bus  opera- 
tions for  long  distances  on  local  arterials.     However,  reserved  lanes 
could  still  be  used  for  short  lengths  in  downtown  or  elsewhere  and  will  be 
examined  where  appropriate  as  part  of  other  alternatives. 


ALIGNMENT  B:    Midland  Branch  Railroad 

B-1:      Commuter  Rail  (Railroad) 

The  major  advantage  of  implementing  commuter  rail  service  in  the 
study  area  is  the  relative  ease  and  low  cost  associated  with  its  con- 
struction on  the  Midland  Railroad.    Limited  commuter  rail  service  on 
the  Midland  Branch  with  station  stops  at  Morton  Street  ,  Uphams  Cor- 
ner and  Fairmount  will  be  instituted  during  reconstruction  of  the  relocated 
Orange  Line.    Additional  stations  could  be  constructed  at  major  street 
intersections  where  stations  existed  years  ago  when  the  line  was  used  for 
passenger  service.    However,  traditional  commuter  rail  service  involves 
characteristics  such  as  high  fares  for  short  trips,  fairly  infrequent  service, 
considerable  distance  between  stops  and  poor  downtown  distribution  that, 
if  used  alone  are  not  well-suited  to  area  travel  needs. 

The  fare  problem  is  significant,  although  it  may  be  possible  to 
reduce  fares  further  if  long  term  service  is  instituted.    A  first  step  in 
making  fares  more  compatible  with  inner  city  travel  needs  will  occur 
during  interim  Midland  RR  service.    A  monthly  ticket  from  Uphams  Cor- 
ner Station  will  provide  a  $.55  one-way  fare  and  a  free  transfer  to  rapid 
transit  MBTA  lines.    Service  could  be  increased  somewhat  aboj«  tradi- 
tional commuter  rail  frequency  toward  meeting  area  needs,  but  limited 
track  space  in  South  Station  provides  a  very  real  capacity  limitation. 
Distance  between  stops  is  greater  in  commuter  rail  because  of  poor 
acceleration/deceleration  characteristics  (see  Chapter  7).    These  can  be 
improved  through  electrification,  but  this  would  greatly  increase  the  cost 
of  implementation.    The  single  downtown  stop  at  South  Station  requires  a 
transfer  to  the  Red  Line  resulting  in  poor  downtown  distribution.    This 
would  be  alleviated  somewhat  if  the  proposed  North/South  Station  con- 
nection via  a  reconstructed  Central  Artery  were  to  be  implemented  since 
service  could  be  extended  to  a  downtown  stop.     However,  this  project 
is  many  years  away. 
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Despite  these  problems,  the  low  cost  of  implementing  rail  service 
appeared  attractive  enough  to  utilize  commuter  rail  in  a  specific  alter- 
native.     Since  the  alignment  could  not  serve  the  South  End  and  Roxbury, 
it  was  tested  in  conjunction  with  other  service  in  that  corridor. 

B-2:     Rapid  Transit 

Rapid  transit  on  the  Midland  Branch  offers  much  of  the  same  advan- 
tages of  the  mode  on  alignment  A  and  would  be  far  less  expensive  to  im- 
plement.   Ideally  a  rapid  transit  system  would  not  terminate  at  South 
Station  but  be  part  of  a  system  which  can  provide  both  downtown  dis- 
tribution and  transfers  to  other  lines.     For  alignment  B,  this  would 
mean  tieing  into  the  Red  Line.     However,  the  Red  Line  already  has  two 
branches,  and  adding  a  third  would  be  operationally  difficult  or  im- 
possible.   Any  benefits  derived  from  the  new  line  would  not  appear  to 
justify  further  deterioration  of  service  on  existing  Red  Line  service. 

For  this  reason  a  Red  Line  rapid  transit  branch  on  the  Midland  RR 
to  South  Station  was  dropped  from  further  consideration.    However,  sections 
of  the  Midland  Branch  alignment  south  of  Uphams  Corner  were  used  for 
specific  rapid  transit  alternatives  branching  from  the  Orange  Line. 

B-3:      Light  Rail 

Light  rail  on  the  Midland  Branch  requires  less  extensive  station 
and  signalling  infrastructure  than  rapid  transit,  although  running  this 
mode  to  South  Station  involves  the  same  inherent  problems  of  downtown 
distribution  and  terminal  space.    The  cost  savings  associated  with 
running  the  line  directly  to  South  Station  are  negated  by  the  lack  of  down- 
town distribution  and  failure  to  serve  Dudley  and  the  South  End. 

However,   the  Midland  Branch  south  of  Uphams  Corner  could  be 
used  for  a  light  rail  system  connecting  with  a  crosstown  system  (Alt.C-2  and 
C-3).  This  alignment  was  used  in  a  number  of  specific  alternatives  . 

Note  that  both  alternatives  B-2  and  B-3  would  require  construction  of 
a  third  track  on  the  Midland  RR  or  elimination  of  the  limited  freight  ser- 
vice now  currently  operating.     All  costs  used  considered  a  third  track. 


ALIGNMENT  C:     Uphams  Corner/Pudley/Ruggles 

C-1:     Rapid  Transit  in  Tunnel 

A  system  using  this  alternative  would  probably  run  from  the  Relo- 
cated Orange  Line  to  the  Midland  Branch  RR.     Such  a  system  has  the 
same  disadvantages  of  alternative  A-1  in  that  it  is  costly  and  produces 
split  service  on  the  Orange  Line.     It  also  provides  the  same  advantages 
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of  high  capacity  -  high  speed  service  with  good  downtown  distribution, 
although  split  service  will  increase  headways.     This  alternative  was 
examined  further  as  a  link  in  an  overall  rapid  transit  system  only  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  ridership  data. 

C-2:     Light  Rail  in  Tunnel  and  C-3:     Light  Rail  in  Median  Reservation 

A  light  rail  system  on  alignment  C  could  either  branch  off  the  Hunt- 
ington Avenue  Green  Line,  be  part  of  an  overall  circumferential  transit 
system,  or  provide  a  link  between  a  Washington  Street  radial  line  and  the 
Midland  Branch. 

The  advantages  of  a  surface  light-rail  alternative  have  previously 
been  discussed  as  part  of  alternative  A-4.    However,  while  alignment  A 
contains  streets  with  sufficient  right-of-way  to  accommodate  a  median 
reservation  with  little  or  no  property  takings,  alignment  C  generally  does 
not  offer  this  advantage  (except  in  the  area  of  the  new  Crosstown  Street 
where  transit  right-of-way  has  been  reserved).    However,  property  takings 
on  Dudley  Street  may  be  more  appropriate  because  of  considerable  abandon- 
ment   and  could  relate  to  redevelopment  of  the  area.    This  alignment  war- 
ranted further  analysis  because  it  provides  an  important  connection  between 
alignments  A  and  B,  with  potential  for  extension  of  service  eastward  to 
Columbia  Point  and  westward  to  the  Fenway. 

C-4:      Light  Rail  in  Street  Traffic 

This  alternative  was  analyzed  on  alignment  C  because  of  limited 
right-of-way  on  Dudley  Street.     This  "streetcar"  arrangement  provides 
unsatisfactory  service  due  to  conflict  between  light  rail  vehicles  and 
rubber-tired  vehicles  operating  on  the  same  right-of-way.     It  becomes 
very  difficult  to  maintain  headways,  and  slow  speeds  (see  Table  7.3) 
produce  high  travel  times  and  increase  rolling  stock  requirements  to 
handle  the  same  number  of  riders.     These  characteristics  ruled  out  fur- 
ther analysis  of  this  alternative  in  Phase  I. 


C-5;     Busway  in  Median  Reservation 

This  alternative  shares  the  general  characteristics  of  Alternative 
A-6.    It  has  the  same  problem  as  Alternative  C-3  in  having  limited  right- 
of-way  to  work  with  in  alignment  C.    A  busway  in  this  corridor  would 
either  require  property  acquisition  on  Dudley  Street  or  use  a  totally 
different  right-or-way.    The  potential  cost-effectiveness  of  this  mode 
indicated  that  it  should  be  examined  further  to  see  if  right-of-way 
problems  could  be  solved. 


Summary 

Recommendations  for  the  selection  of  all  or  parts  of  generalized 
transit  alternatives  for  further  analysis  as  specific  alternatives  are 
summarized  in  Table  9.3. 
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TABLE  9.3 

CONCLUSIONS 
GENERALIZED 


BASED  ON  ANALYSIS  OF 
ALTERNATIVES 


GENERALIZED  ALTERNATIVE 


Analyze 
Further  as  a 
Specific  Alt. 
in  Phase  I 


CONCLUSIONS 

Analyze 
Further 
as  part  of 
Specific  Alt. 
in  Phase  I 


Alignment  A  (Washington/Warren/Blue  Hill) 

1 .  Rapid  transit  in  tunnel 

2.  Light  rail  in  tunnel 

3.  Light  rail  in  median  reservation  with 

selected  grade  separations 

4.  Light  rail  in  median  reservation 

5.  Trackless  trolley  in  median  reservation 

6.  Bus  way  in  median  reservation 

7.  Exclusive  curb  bus  lane 

Alignment  B  (Midland  RR) 

1 .         Commuter  rail 
2  .         Rapid  transit 
3.         Light  rail 

Alignment  C  (Uphams  Corner/Dudley/Ruggles) 

1 .  Rapid  transit  In  tunnel 

2  .  Light  rail  in  tunnel 

3 .  Light  rail  in  median  reservation 

4.  Light  rail  in  street  traffic 

5.  Busway  in  median  reservation 

*    In  conjunction  with  other  modes 


X 
X 

X 

X 
X 


X* 


X 
X 

X 


Do  Not 

Analyze 

Further 


X 


X 


X 
X 


X 


X 


SPECIFIC     ALTERNATIVES    IDENTIFIED    FOR     PHASE    I    ANALYSIS 

A  series  of  specific  transit  alternatives  were  identified  for  further  eval- 
uation      based  on  results  from  the  analysis  of  generalized  alternatives  and 
additional  agency,  community  and  consultant  recommendations  during  the 
course  of  Phase  I.     The  general  procedure  followed  was  for  the  consultant 
to  recommend  a  series  of  alternatives  for  further  analysis.     These  were  then 
discussed  at  weekly  coordinating  meetings  with  agency  and  community  re- 
presentatives leading  to  acceptance,  modification,  addition  or  deletion  of' 
alternatives.    Prior  to  analysis,  the  resulting  alternatives  (with  one  or  two 
exceptions  because  of  scheduling  problems)  were  presented  at  a  Project 
Working  Committee  Meeting  for  approval. 
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The  alternatives  were  described  in  enough  detail  to  provide  input  to 
the  transit  ridership  model  and  to  estimate  approximate  capital  and  operating 
costs.    The  following  characteristics  were  delineated: 

1.  Horizontal  alignment 

2.  Profile  (vertical  alignment) 

3.  Connections  to  existing  service 

4.  Potential  stops  or  station  locations 

5.  Speed  on  various  segments  of  the  system 

6.  Service  frequency  (headway) 

7.  Feeder  bus  system  including  routes,  headways 

and  travel  speeds 

8.  Fares 

The  number  of  vehicles  per  train  did  not  have  to  be  specified  in  advance 
of  running  the  model  because  ridership  estimates  are  not  constrained  by  vehicle 
or  train  capacity.    However,  the  number  of  vehicles  required  to  handle  projected 
ridership  was  calculated  after  the  model  was  run,  in  order  to  estimate  vehicle 
purchase  and  operating  costs  (see  Appendix  C  for  details  on  the  ridership  model) , 

The  eleven  specific  alternatives  selected  for  analysis  are  shown 
schematically  in  Figure  9.5  and  described  in  Table  9.4.     Detailed  char- 
acteristics of  each  alternative  are  specified  in  Appendix  E. 

Although  alternatives  employing  rapid  transit,  commuter  rail  and 
light  rail  modes  are  reasonably  self-explanatory,  the  bus  alternatives 
(6,  9  and  10)  require  further  explanation. 

Alternative  6  is  a  two-lane  busway  in  a  median  reservation  con- 
structed on  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  Warren  Street  and  Washington  Street. 
A  number  of  local  bus  routes  from  the  southern  part  of  the  study  area 
feed  into  the  busway  at  major  intersections  and  are  routed  either  down- 
town into  the  proposed  A.R.Z.  or  to  stations  on  the  relocated  Orange 
Line.     Since  this  type  of  system  is  unique  in  Boston  and  rare  in  other 
cities  (see  Table  7.4),  a  preliminary  traffic  analysis  of  the  busway  was 
made.     This  analysis  which  is  contained  in  Appendix  F,  indicated  that 
the  concept  could  work  well  but  that  more  detailed  traffic  analyses  will 
be  required  in  Phase  II.     The  preliminary  analysis  in  Appendix  F  was 
used  to  estimate  overall  capacity  limitations  on  the  busway,  and  to 
estimate  average  bus  operating  speeds. 

Alternative  9  has  a  busway  constructed  only  in  the  South  End 
from  the  downtown  A.R.Z.  to  Dudley.     Because  this  is  a  more  localized 
service,  stops  were  spaced  at  about  one-half  the  distance  specified  for 
Alternative  6.     This  shuttle  system  could  lend  itself  to  trackless  trolley 


9.22 


Washlngton-Senver-Blue   Hill 

Light  Rail  ^/^5?/^' 
Trolley  ^  " 


N 

/     Washincton-Warren-Blue   Hill 

Light  Rail    /^^' 
Trolley  ^^"^  /  W 


f        Washington-Dudley-Midland\ 

Light  Rail    /^<f\ 
Trolley  ^  y  li 

(|_RV)  -^-^    '      /' 


uggles-Dudley-Columbia  Pt  &. 
Washington-Warren-  Blue  Hill  » 


/  W, 


Light  Rail 
Trolleys^/ 


I    \/  |Mattapan___^'' 


/Washington-Dudley        LRV   i> 
/       Ruggles-Dudley-Midland 
Rapid    Transit 


Rapid  liansit'^  ^/ii 


Light  Rail 

(LRV)  5^' 
/ 


Washington-Warren-Blue   I'ill 

Busway     /°t^7' 
r     A       /IN 


c- 


A^ 


K 


/ . 


.J 

■•  \ 
I 


\/  iMattapan     ^^ 
V     a  —  —  —  -" 


^^L_5i 


6 


SPECIFIC 
ALTERNATIVES 


VEHICLE    TYPE 
'-■  — -  LIGHT  RAIL  (Trolley) 
iiiiiiiiii   BUS  in  busway 
.■i«i>  RAILROAD 

RAPID  TRANSIT 


/itldland   Railroad  with  Washing 
'    ton-Warren  LRV    to  Mt   Bowdoin    ^ 

Railroad  & 
Light  Rail 

IRV)  i/  ^        •-, 


^/       >  Bowdoin/<^ 


\      ^*^Railroad     I    "7 


Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill 


Washington-Dudley   Bus  & 
Ruggles-Dud ley-Mid  land 
Light  Rail  (LRV) 


Bus& 
Light  Rail /< 

(LRV)  ^^X 


.Oi. 


/?! 


:X:i 


I 


'  '|Ma'l:iP^^— 


Improved  Feeder  Bus  Servic- 


Jf/'^ 


Improved/ v5>'        \ 
Feeder         ^      /* 
Bi>*.    /_     '       -^ 


i9~j 
/J? 


/ 


__— 10 


i^uggles  to  Columbia  Pt  &  Dudley 
bta  to  Zoo  to  Up  hams  '"■'■ 


Wash-Warren -Blue  H 


a  Kt  ^  Dudley 
Tis  Corner  LRV 
ill  Rapid  Fr^ 

RapidTransit^^/' 

LRV)  4^, 

^'LRV/ 


replacement/transit 
improvement  study 


SOUTH      END 
DORCHESTER 


ROXBURY 
MATTAPAN 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 


FIGURE  9.5 


blB 


No  ■      Mode 
1  Light  Rai 


Light  Rail 


Light  Rail 


Connecting 
To 

Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 


Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 


Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 


Horizontal  Alignment 

Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley 

Washington  St.   -  Dudley  to  Egleston 

Seaver  St.   -  Egleston  to  Blue  HillAve. 

Blue  Hill  Ave.  -Seaver  St.  to  Mattapan 
Sq. 

Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley 
Warren  St.  -  Dudley  to  Townsend 
Warren  St.  -  Townsend  to  Blue  Hill  Ave. 


(Blue  Hill  Ave. 
Hall)** 

Blue  Hill  Ave. 
Mattapan  Sq. 


Dudley  to  Grove 
Grove  Hall  to 


Vertical 
Alignment 

At-grade 

At-grade* 
or  tunnel 

At-grade 

At-grade 


At-grade 

At-grade 

At-grade* 
or  tunnel 

At-grade* 
or  tunnel 

At-grade 


Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley       At-grade 
Dudley  St.  -  Dudley  Sta.  to  Midland  RR 


At-grade* 
or  tunnel 


Midland  RR  -  Dudley  to  Blue  Hill  Ave.       At-grade 

Blue  Hill  Ave.  -  Midland  RR  to  Mattapan  At-grade 
Sq. 


Light  Rail 


Light  Rail 


Rapid  Transit 


Busway  - 
(with  Feeder 
System) 


Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 

Green  Line  @ 
Huntington  Ave . 


Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 

Orange  Line  @ 
Ruggles  Station 


Proposed  ARZ 


Same  as  Alternative  "2" 

Ruggles  St.  -  Huntington  Ave .  to  At-grade* 
Ruggles  Station 

Crosstown  St.  -  Ruggles  Station  to  At-grade 
Washington  St. 

Washington  St.  -  Crosstown  to  Dudley  At-grade 

Dudley  St.  -  Dudley  to  Columbia  Rd .  At-grade* 

or  tunnel 

Columbia  Rd.  -  Dudley  to  Columbia  At-grade 
Station 

Mt.  Vernon  St.  -  to  Columbia  Point  At-grade 

Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley  At-grade 
Sta. 

Dudley  St.  -  Ruggles  Station  to  Tunnel 
Midland  RR 

Midland  RR  -  Dudley  to  Blue  Hill  Ave.  At-grade 

Blue  Hill  Ave.  -  Midland  RR  to  Tunnel 
Mattapan  Sq. 

Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley  At-grade 

Warren  St.  -  Dudley  to  Quincy  At-grade 

Quincy  St.  -  Warren  to  Blue  Hill  Ave.  At-grade* 

Blue  Hill  Ave.  -Quincy  St.  to  Grove  Hall  At-grade* 

Blue  HillAve. -Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  At-grade 
Sq. 


*       Land  takings  required 
**     Alternative  route 


No .      Mode 

7  Light  Rail 


8  Rapid  Transit 


9  Bus 

Light  Rail 


10 


11 
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Rapid  Transit 
Light  Rail 
Light  Rail 


Connecting 
To 

Green  Line  @ 
Boylston  Station 


Commuter  Rail         South  Station 


Orange  Line  @ 
Essex  Station 


Proposed  ARZ 

Green  Line  @ 
Huntington  Ave , 


Orange  Line  @ 
Essex  Station 

Green  Line  @ 
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Proposed  Cross - 
town  Light  Rail 
@  Dudley 


Horizontal  Alignment 
Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley 
Warren  St.  -  Dudley  to  Townsend 
Warren  St.  -  Townsend  to  Grove  Hall 


Vertical 
Alignment 

At-grade 

At-grade 

At-grade* 
or  tunnel 


(Blue  Hill  Ave. -Dudley  to  Grove  Hall)**' At-grade* 

or  tunnel 

Washington  St.  -  Grove  Hall  to  Midland  At-grade* 
RR  or  tunnel 


Midland    RR  -  South  Station  to 
Readville 


At-grade 


Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley  Tunnel 
Warren  St.  -  Dudley  to  Blue  Hill  Ave.  Tunnel 
(Blue  Hill  Ave.  -  Dudley  to  Grove  Hall)**Tunnel 
Blue  Hill  Ave.   -  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan    Tunnel 

Washington  St.  -  South  End  to  Dudley       At-grade 

Ruggles  St.  -  Huntington  Ave .  to 
Ruggles  Station 


At-grade* 
or  tunnel 


Crosstown  Street  -  Ruggles  to  Wash- 
ington St. 


At-grade 


Washington  St.  -  Crosstown  to  Dudley      At-grade 


Dudley  St.  -  Dudley  to  Midland   RR 

Midland  RR  -  Dudley  St.  to  Blue  Hill 
Ave .  i 


At-grade* 
or  tunnel 

At-grade 


Blue  Hill  Ave.  -  Midland  RR  to  Mattapan  At-grade 
Sq. 

A  system  of  improved  feeder  service 
with  more  routes  and  more  frequent 
service  (see  Appendix  E) 

Same  as  Alternative  8 

Same  as  Crosstown  leg  of  Alternative  4 


Washington  St.  -  Dudley  to  Egleston 


At-grade^ 
or  tunnel 


Seaver  St.  -  Egleston  to  Blue  HillAve.      At-grade 

Columbia  Rd.  -  Blue  Hill  Ave.  to                 At-grade 
Dudley  St.  ^__^ 
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SPECIFIC  ALTERNATIVES 

V  TABLE  9.4  ; 


i 
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operation  because  of  the  mode's  superior  environmental  characteristics 
(although  it  would  require  overhead  wire  in  the  downtown  A. R.Z. ,  which 
could  be  considered  a  visual  problem). 

Alternative  10  is  an  improved  feeder  bus  system.     This  system  in- 
troduces a  few  new  bus  routes  above  those  planned  for  the  relocated  Orange 
Line  and  increases  frequency  on  a  number  of  other  routes  (see  Appendix  E) ,. 

Besides  feeder  service,  downtown  bus  service  on  Washington  Street  is  also 
Included. 


EVALUATION    OF    SPECrFIC    ALTERNATIVES 

In  the  following  section,  the  eleven  specific  transit  alternatives 
are  evaluated  against  the  transit  criteria  established  during  the  study 
and  shown  in  Table  1.1. 


A.       COMMUNITY    GOALS 

1 .  Meets  Community  Goals 

2 .  Community  Acceptance 

Community  goals  vary  throughout  the  study  area.     Comments  re- 
ceived from  residents  of  the  various  zones  of  service  in  relation  to  new- 
transit  alternatives  are  listed  below  on  the  basis  of  the  community  con- 
tacts established  during  the  study  (see  Chapter  5) . 

Zone  1  (South  End) 

Strong  preference  for  light  rail  over  bus  alternatives 

Provide  Replacement  Service  prior  to  demolition  of  the 
Washington  Street  El  or  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter 

Want  new  service  with  speed  and  downtown  distribution 
of  existing  Orange  Line  with  more  stops  in  South  End 

Want  a  service  which  will  stimulate  development  along 
Washington  Street 

Want  a  service  which  provides  expedient  free  transfer 

to  other  MBTA  lines  (particularly  for  non-CBD-oriented  trips) 

Zone  2   (Roxbury) 

Reinforce  existing  commercial  nodes  @  Dudley,  Grove 
Hall  and  Uphams  Corner 

Provide  Replacement  Service  to  Dudley  prior  to  demolition 
of  the  Washington  Street  Elevated  or  as  soon  as  possible 
thereafter 

Prefer  rapid  transit  or  light  rail  over  bus 
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Prefer  Warren  Street  alignment  over  Blue  Hill  Avenue  or 
Midland  Branch 

If  rail  service  is  put  on  Midland  Branch  north  of  Grove  Hall, 
provide  other  parallel  service 

Provide  expedient  transit  from  the  southern  areas  to  Dudley 
and  vice-versa 

Retain  Dudley  as  a  major  interchange  point 

Use  transit  to  stimulate  development 

Zone  3  (Dorchester/Mattapan) 

Don't  bring  back  trolleys  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue 

Encourage  commercial  revitalization  of  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
with  fixed  rail  transit  as  a  stimulus 

New  service  may  not  be  needed  if  short-term  improvements 
are  made 

Providing  a  median  reservation  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  could 
lead  to  pedestrian  safety  problems  because  of  current  high- 
speed automobile  traffic 

Don't  implement  a  new  system  which  would  drastically 
change  neighborhood  character 

Provide  fast  service  from  Mattapan  to  CBD 

Zone  4  (crosstown)  -  Same  as  Zone  2 

B.      TRANSPORTATION    SERVICE 

1 .         Replaces  Washington  Street  Elevated 

All  alternatives  provide  service  on  Washington  Street  from  Dudley 
Station  north,  which  is  the  area  which  will  most  directly  lose  transit  service 
when  the  Elevated  is  relocated.     Alternatives  1  and  11  continue  the  service 
as  far  as  Egleston  and  hence  most  nearly  correspond  to  the  narrow  meaning 
of  "replacement  service".     However,  all  alternatives  using  the  Warren/ 
Blue  Hill  alignment  (Alternatives  2,  4,  6,  7,  8  and  11)    may  be  con- 
sidered to  provide  equivalent  replacement  service  since  they  serve  the 
corridor  currently  having  the  highest  volume  bus  connections  to  the 
Orange  Line  at  Dudley  Station. 

2  .         Serves  Major  Commercial  Centers 

Table  9.5  indicates  how  each  transit  alternative  serves  the  major 
commercial  centers  in  the  study  area  (exclusive  of  feeder  bus  service). 
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CENTER 

(lOOO's  of  s.f.) 

Dudley 

611 

Uphams  Corner 

421 

Egleston 

120 

Grove  Hall 

320 

Codman  Square 

325 

Mattapan  Square 

400 

TABLE    9.5 

SERVICE    TO    MAJOR    COMMERCIAL    CENTERS 

Commercial  Space  ALTERNATIVE 

1        2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9        10        11 
**      **      **      **      **      **  **      **      **  ** 

*      **        *  *  *  ** 

**  ** 

*         **  **  ick  -kic  icie 

*  *  *  * 

**         **         **         **         **         **        *         **         **  ** 

**  Direct  Service 
*  Nearby  Service 

(Note:     All  alternatives  include  feeder  bus  service  to  all  centers*  This  service  is 
not  shown  in  Table  9.5). 

All  alternatives  serve  the  South  End  and  Dudley,  the  areas  most 
dependent  on  current  Orange  Line  service.     Egleston  Square  is  served 
by  Alternatives  1  and  11  only.     Midland  Branch  alternatives  (3,  5,  7  and 
9)  run  1,000  feet  from  Uphams  Corner  and  so  have  lesser  impact  than  alter- 
natives 4  and  11  which  run  directly  through  the  area.     However,  a  stop  on 
the  Midland  Branch  should  have  a  positive  impact  on  the  shopping  area. 
Midland  Branch  alternatives  run  2,000  feet  from  Codman  Square  and  would 
appear  to  have  only  minimal  impact  on  commercial  activity  at  the  Square. 

Alternative  11  which  directly  serves  six  major  centers,  and  Alter- 
native 4,  which  serves  five,  provide  the  best  coverage. 

3.        Travel  Time  Improvements 

Table  9.6  indicates  the  savings  in  travel  time  between  centers  of 
the  study  area  and  various  points  in  the  Boston  area  if  the  various  transit 
alternatives  were  to  be  implemented.     Savings  are  calculated  relative 
to  Base  Case  2  -  the  relocated  Orange  Line  with  proposed  feeder  bus 
system.     Travel  times  include  average  walking  time,  transfer  time  (if 
required) ,  and  time  on  feeder  bus  (if  required) ,  in  addition  to  time  spent 
on  the  transit  vehicle. 

Table  9.6  was  prepared  to  assist  local  residents  in  determining 
which  transit  alternative  would  best  improve  trips  they  made  regularly. 
Total  aggregate  travel  time  savings  for  each  alternative  were  also  tab- 
ulated and  are  shown  in  Table  S  .9  as  part  of  the  cost-effectiveness 
analysis. 
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TABUE    9.6 

RELATIVE    TRAVEL    TIME    SAVINGS     BETWEEN    CENTERS 
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4.        Schedule  Adherence 

In  general,  the  less  conflict  that  transit  vehicles  have  with  ve- 
hicular traffic  or  other  transit  vehicles,  the  greater  their  chances  of 
adhering  to  schedules.    For  this  reason,  the  rapid  transit  or  commuter 
rail  alternatives  are  likely  to  be  the  most  reliable,  the  surface  light 
rail  alternatives  somewhat  less  reliable  (since  they  must  face  cross- 
street  vehicular  traffic  and  potential  transit  congestion  in  the  Central 
Subway)  and  the  bus  alternatives  least  reliable  (since  buses  conflict 
directly  with  other  vehicular  traffic  when  outside  the  busway  reservation 
area) . 

5.         Comfort 


Overcrowding  is  the  major  source  of  rider  discomfort  and  all  transit 
alternatives  would  be  designed  to  handle  peak  hour  passenger  loads  with- 
out excessive  overcrowding.    Ridership  forecasts  indicate  a  peak    hour 
one-way  passenger  volume  ranging  from  2,900  on  light  rail  and  bus  alter- 
natives to  4,400  on  rapid  transit  alternatives.    This  volume  can  be  handled 
comfortably  in  the  systems  chosen.    In  fact,  a  three  car  LRV  train  running 
at  five  minute  headway  has  an  hourly  capacity  of  5,800  passengers  and 
could    easily  accommodate  the  passenger  volumes  forecast  for  rapid  transit. 

Two  other  criteria  which  can  be  examined  are  comfort  associated  with 
having  a  seated  ride  and  the  discomfort  associated  with  frequent  stopping. 
The  probability  of  a  seated  ride  is  greatest  with  commuter  rail  vehicles  since 
these  are  not  designed  to  accommodate  any  standees.    Commuter  rail  and 
rapid  transit  are  always  located  on  exclusive  right-of-way  and,  therefore, 
do  not  have  to  stop  for  cross  traffic  as  do  buses  and  light-rail  vehicles 
operating  on  streets  (although  such  stopping  can  be  minimized  through  use 
of  traffic  preemption  systems).    In  addition,  commuter  rail  and  rapid  transit 
stations  are  more  widely  spaced,  and  therefore  involve  less  frequent  stops 
at  stations . 

6.  Safety 

All  systems  would  be  designed  to  be  as  safe  as  possible.    With  respect 
to  safety  of  persons  along  the  right-of-way,  the  alternatives  in  tunnel  present 
the  fewest  automobile  traffic  safety  hazards.    Design  of  crosswalks  and  fenc- 
ing would  be  geared  to  minimize  safety  problems' for  alternatives  using  streets 
and  Midland  RR  right-of-way. 

7.  Security 

Security  of  transportation  users  will  be  an  important  design  considera- 
tion in  Phase  II  of  the  study.         It  is  difficult  to  rate  the  various  alterna- 
tives in  this  respect  because  of  trade-offs.      For  example,  the 
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subway  alternatives  could  present  security  problems  in  access  to  subway 
stations.     On  the  other  hand,  subway  stations  are  likely  to  have  attendants 
on  duty  throughout  the  service  day. 

8.  Transfers 

Two  aspects  of  transfer  activity  were  examined  in  evaluating  al- 
ternatives: 

(a)  Does  the  alternative  minimize  the  number  of  transfers  which 
must  be  made  to  frequently  desired  destinations? 

(b)  Does  the  alternative  permit  easy  transfer  to  other  MBTA 
services  for  trips  to  other  destinations  ? 

The  minimum  number  of  transfers  from  study  area  residential  neigh- 
borhoods to  downtown  and  Back  Bay  can  generally  be  achieved  in  the  bus- 
way  alternative  (6)  since  buses  can  operate  on  local  streets  as  well  as 
the  busway  and  therefore  minimize  the  need  for  feeder  bus  service.   All 
other  alternatives  require  about  the  same  number  of  transfers,  although 
light  rail  alternatives  with  closer  spacing  would  require  somewhat  fewer 
feeder  bus  trips  than  rapid  transit  alternatives.     The  number  of  trans- 
fers required  on  the  minimum  path  for  transit  trips  between  commercial 
centers  (as  opposed  to  residential  neighborhoods)  is  shown  in  Table  9.7. 

All  light  rail  and  rapid  transit  alternatives  provide  good  access  to 
other  transit  services  since  both  Green  and  Orange  Lines  provide  free 
underground  transfers  to  all  MBTA  rail  lines.     Commuter  rail  and  bus 
alternatives  provide  inferior  transfer  service  since  each  requires  pay- 
ment of  an  additional  fare  (except  for  interim  Midland  Railroad  service) 
and  a  less  convenient  walk  between  services.    The  busway  alternative 
would  have  stops  above  downtown  stations  on  all  MBTA  lines,  while 
commuter  rail  provides  direct  access  to  only  the  Red  Line. 

9.  Service  to  Elderly  and  Handicapped 

In  terms  of  mode,  there  is  a  trade-off  for  the  needs  of  the  elderly 
and  handicapped.     Rapid  transit  stations  are  underground  and  are  lo- 
cated further  apart  than  bus  or  light-rail  stops  and  therefore  provide 
inferior  access.     On  the  other  hand,  rapid  transit  stations  would  have 
high  platforms  and  ramps/elevators  for  wheelchairs  and  as  such  would 
be  easier  to  use  when  they  are  reached.     Light  rail  vehicles  as  cur- 
rently designed  cannot  accommodate  wheelchairs  although  some  buses 
can  • 
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TABLE    3.7 
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REQUIREMENTS 

NUMBER  OF  TRANSFERS  REQUIRED 
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10.      Speed  of  Implementation 

This  factor  was  analyzed  in  two  separate  areas:  implementation  on 
the  Washington  Street  "replacement  corridor",  and  implementation  else- 
where.    Constructing  a  tunnel  for  rapid  transit  on  Washington  Street  while 
the  Elevated  is  still  operating  would  require  complete  underpinning  of  the 
structure  and  entail  excessively  high  costs  which  would  be  difficult  to 
justify.     When  this  problem  was  examined  during  the  Orange  Line  relo- 
cation study,  an  option  to  use  Shawmut  Avenue  to  carry  southbound  tracks 
with  northbound  tracks  located  on  Washington  Street  was  examined.     This 
option  was  considered  unacceptable  by  the  South  End  community  because 
of  the  extensive  underpinning  required  to  prevent  damage  to  historic  build- 
ings along  Shawmut  Avenue  during  construction.     In  addition,  the  South 
End  Hispanic  community  was  opposed  to  the  negative  impact  on  their 
development  in  the  Shawmut  Avenue  area.     Therefore  it  appears  that  con- 
struction of  a  rapid  transit  alternative  on  Washington  Street  could  not 
be  started  until  after  the  Elevated  had  been  removed,  which  would  en- 
tail a  gap  in  providing  permanent. service  of  at  least  4  to  5  years. 

Light  rail  and  bus  way  alternatives  at-grade  on  Washington  Street 
could  be  constructed  (at  least  in  part)  prior  to  demolition  of  the  Elevated. 
A  brief  reconnaissance  and  engineering  analysis  indicated  that  it  might 
be  possible  to  operate  light  rail  service  on  Washington  Street  while  the 
Elevated  is  in  operation.    However,  it  is  obvious  that  construction  would 
be  less  expensive,  be  less  damaging  to  auto  traffic,  and  be  faster  and 
"cleaner"  if  the  elevated  structure  was  removed  before  construction  begins. 
This  will  be  examined  in  greater  detail  during  Phase  II. 

Bus  or  trackless  trolley  service  without  a  median  reservation 
could  be  implemented  on  Washington  Street  in  less  time  than  rail  op- 
tions.     Under  any  option,  replacement  bus  service  on  Washington 
Street  or  adjacent  streets  would  be  provided  in  the  interim  period  (if 
any)  between  removal  of  elevated  service  and  inauguration  of  replace- 
ment service . 

Regarding  system  implementation  throughout  the  study  area,  im- 
proved feeder  bus  service  (Alternative  10)  could  be  implemented  with 
only  minor  construction  and  purchase  of  new  vehicles.     The  railroad 
portion  of  Alternative  7,  which  requires  only  new  station  construction 
is  also  a  possibility  for  speedy  implementation.     The  bus  alternative, 
requiring  median  construction  and  development  of  the  auto  restricted 
zone    could  be  implemented  sooner  than  either  light  rail  or  rapid  transit 
alternatives.    Light  rail  alternatives  at-grade  could  be  constructed  more 
quickly  than  rapid  transit  alternatives  in  subway. 
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11.      Impact  on  Other  Transportation  Services 

All  light  rail  alternatives  join  the  Green  Line  Central  Subway.     By 
increasing  the  number  of  trains  in  the  subway  and  using  the  existing  junc- 
tion at  Boylston  Street,  travel  times  on  other  Green  Line  branches  would 
be  increased.     The  magnitude  of  this  travel  time  increase  cannot  be 
measured  precisely  since  it  is  largely  a  function  of  the  performance  and 
reliability  of  the  new  LRV  and  remaining  PCC  cars,  and  it  is  too  soon  to 
make  such  an  evaluation.     In  any  event,  it  is  likely  that  future  travel 
time  on  all  Green  Line  branches  will  be  improved  over  existing  condi- 
tions because  of  better  vehicle  reliability. 

The   specific  light  rail  alternatives  also  run  on  the   surface  in 
median  reservations.      The  median  reservation  requires  a  width  equivalent 
to  three   traffic  lanes  and  therefore  will  decrease   the  vehicular  capacity 
of  the  streets  on  which  it  is  constructed.    However,  the  transit  line  will 
also  decrease   the  demand  for  vehicular  usage  of  the   streets  on  which 
it  runs.         Phase  II  analysis  will  determine   the   magnitude  of  disruption 
to  vehicular  traffic  and  look  at  potential  traffic  engineering   solutions  on 
all  streets  having  proposed  surface   transit  lines. 

Rapid  transit  alternatives  run  on  exclusive  grade-separated  rights- 
of-way  and  so  will  not  reduce  vehicle  capacity  (except  during  construc- 
tion).     However,  rapid  transit  alternatives  will  require  split  service  on 
the  Orange  Line,  thereby  decreasing  frequency  on  the  Forest  Hills  Branch., 


The  busway  alternative  (6)  involves  median  construction  and  similar 
reduction  in  vehicle  carrying  capacity  as  light  rail.     In  the  downtown  area 
it  involves  almost  twice  as  many  bus  movements  into  the  ARZ   (auto- 
restricted  zone)  as  currently  planned.     Its  impact  upon  traffic  and  ped- 
estrian movements  in  the  ARZ  will  be  analyzed  further  in  Phase  II. 

The  commuter  rail  alternative  (7)  will  require  increased  utiliza- 
tion of  platforms  at  South  Station.     This  impact   could  degrade    op- 
erations at  the  Station  where  platforms  are  limited  and  potential  for  ex- 
pansion is  also  limited. 

All  services  will  reduce  peak  hour  passenger  loads  on  Red  and 
Orange  Lines  and  thus  provide  additional  capacity  for  these  lines  to 
handle  any  future  increases  in  demand. 
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12.      Potential  for  Incremental  Construction,  Future  Upgrading  and  Expansion 

If  required  by  physical  or  fiscal  constraints,  all  transit  alternatives 
could  be  constructed  incrementally.     (Note:    It  would  not  make  sense  to 
construct  less  than  the  entire  length  of  the  low  capital  cost  railroad  seg- 
ment in  alternative  7). 

Construction  of  alternatives  using  rail  modes  should  be  phased  from 
north  to  south,  or  west  to  east,  so  that  lines  can  tie  into  existing  Green 
or  Orange  Lines  and  thus  provide  passenger  service  on  these  lines  and  ac- 
cess to  maintenance  yards.     Also,  segments  should  be  long  enough  to  pro- 
vide sufficient  access  along  the  line  and  to  feeder  buses  to  justify  running 
a  branch  service.     As  a  minimum,  the  first  phase  of  implementation  of  any 
of  the  alternatives  should  run  as  far  as  Dudley  Station. 

The  alternatives  can  all  be  expanded  beyond  their  currently  indicated 
limits  if  required  in  the  future.     In  particular,  rapid  transit  and  light  rail 
alternatives  could  be  extended  south  on  the  Midland  Branch  into  Hyde  Park 
as  far  as  Readville.     Further  expansion  of  alternatives  along  streets  are 
also  possible.     Light  rail  or  busway  branches  which  could  run  at-grade 
lend  themselves  more  easily  to  expansion  than  rapid  transit,  because  of 
cost  considerations . 

The  busway  alternative  could  be  upgraded  to  light  rail  to  accommodate 
future  demand  increases  because  the  reservation  would  have  already  been 
constructed.     Upgrading  from  light  rail  on  streets  to  rapid  transit  in  a  sub- 
way would  be  costly  because  of  the  extensive  tunnelling  required. 


C.       TECHNOLOGY    AND    SYSTEM    COMPATIBrLITY 

1 .  Proven  Technology 

All  alternatives  employ  transportation  modes  currently  being  op- 
erated by  the  MBTA  and  other  transit  agencies.     The  Authority  has  been 
experiencing  problems  with  the  new  light  rail  vehicles.     However,  it 
has  not  yet  been  determined  whether  or  not  this  will  be  a  long-term 
problem. 

2 .  Compatibility  with  MBTA  Equipment 

Again,  all  modes  consider  equipment  now  being  operated  by  the 
MBTA. 

3.  Compatibility  with  MBTA  Labor  Practices 

Operations  on  all  modes  in  each  alternative  can  conform  to  current 
MBTA  labor  practices . 
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D.       COST    EFFECTIVENESS 

Introduction 

Three  factors  were  used  to  measure  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the 
eleven  specific  transit  alternatives: 

1 .  Capital  cost 

2.  Cost  per  transit  rider 

3.  Ratio  of  cost  to  travel  time  savings 

Capital  cost  is  a  measure  of  the  cost  required  to  implement  the  pro- 
posed transit  alternative.     It  clearly  shows  the  implications  of  the  various 
alternatives  in  terms  of  allocating  both  federal  funds  (80%  of  the  total)  and 
local  funds  (20%  of  the  total).    It  is  an  important  consideration  in  examin- 
ing transit  improvements  in  terms  of  regional  and  national  priorities. 

The  remaining  two  factors  examine  total  system  cost  (capital  plus 
operating)  in  terms  of  two  other  quantitative  measures  of  system  effective- 
ness: ridership  and  travel  time  savings.     The  number  of  riders  on  a  given 
proposed  system  helps  determine  its  viability  as  an  operating  entity.     The 
number  of  "new"  riders  that  the  proposed  alternative  attracts  to  the  over- 
all MBTA  system  measures  potential  revenue  and  indicates  how  well  the 
system  is  fulfilling  regional  goals  in  diverting  people  from  auto  to  transit, 
which  in  turn  decreases  traffic  congestion,  air  pollution  and  energy  con-, 
sumption.    Travel  time  savings  (sometimes  called  "user  benefits")  mea- 
sure  overall  improvements  in  service  for  current  transit  users. 

The  three  factors  reflect  concerns  of  the  transit  user,  the  operating 
agency  (MBTA)  and  the  funding  agency  (UMTA) .     In  comparing  the  relative 
cost-effectiveness  of  the  alternatives,  small  differences  in  the  cost-  . 
effectiveness  factors  were  not  considered  significant  because  Phase  I 
analysis  did  not  permit  precise  estimates  of  cost  and'  transit  rider  analysis  . 

The  remainder  of  this  section  will  derive  the  factors  used  in  the 
analysis  and  then  compare  the  specific  alternatives  on  the  basis  of  cost- 
effectiveness  . 

Cost  Factors 

This  section  presents  a  brief  definition  of  the  cost  elements  in  the 
cost-effectiveness  analysis  .  More  detailed  information  on  unit  costs  is 
contained  in  Chapter  7. 


9.37 


Capital  Cost 

Capital  cost  is  the  cost  (in  1977  dollars)  of  construction  and  equip- 
ment for  each  transit  alternative.    All  light  rail  alternatives  consider  op- 
tions for  either  tunnelling  or  right-of-way  acquisition  in  areas  where  median 
reservations  cannot  be  provided  with  the  existing  right-of-way  (see  Chap- 
ter 8).    Consequently,  a  range  of  costs  is  given;  the  lower  end  of  the 
range  tabulates  the  cost  for  a  median  reservation  at-grade  (without  property 
acquisition  costs)  while  the  upper  range  tabulates  that  for  a  tunnel.  More 
detailed  Phase  11  analysis  is  required  to  determine  which  option  (for  light 
rail  at-grade  or  partial  tunnel)  is  preferred  in  each  case.    However,  it  should 
be  noted  that  the  cost  of  acquiring  property  along  the  alignment  (even  though 
not  yet  calculated)  would  be  considerably  less  than  tunnel  construction. 
Table  9.8  gives  the  total  capital  cost  of  each  specific  alternative. 

Annual  Operating  Cost 

Operating  costs  include  costs  to  operate  and  maintain  the  new  service 
proposed  in  each  alternative.    Potential  revenue  was  not  considered.    The 
operating  costs  consider  any  reduction  in  bus  operating  cost  derived  from 
either  eliminating  or  reducing  service  on  local  bus  routes  in  each  alternative 
system.    Thus  operating  cost  is  a  measure  of  the  cost  to  operate  and  main- 
tain the  total  area  transit  system  in  relation  to  Base  Case  2. 

Total  Annual  Cost 


The  cost-effectiveness  analysis  primarily  used  total  annual  cost  as 
a  means  of  incorporating  the  cost  of  construction,  equipment  purchase  and 
depreciation,  and  system  operation  and  maintenance  into  a  single  measure. 
Total  annual  cost  is  equal  to  amortized  capital  costs  plus  net  operating 
costs  .    Capital  costs  for  fixed  facilities  were  assumed  to  be  amortized 
over  a  50  year  life  at  a  6  per  cent  annual  rate  of  interest.    Capital  costs  for 
the  rail    vehicles  and  buses  were  assumed  to  be  amortized  over  a  25  and 
15-year  period,  respectively,  also  at  6  per  cent  annual  rate  of  interest. 
No  salvage  value  was  assumed  for  either  fixed  facilities  or  rolling  stock. 
Table  9.9  shows  the  components  and  total  annual  cost  for  the  eleven 
specific  alternatives . 

Transit  Ridership 

Table  9.10  shows  the  number  of  riders  forecast  in  198  5  to  use  the 
new  service  proposed  in  each  alternative  in  addition  to  the  Relocated 
Orange  Line  and  the  Ashmont  Branch  of  the  Red  Line.    Also  tabulated  are 
the  number  of  "new  riders"  or  auto  diversions  which  include  those  riders 
who  would  use  the  new  system  if  it  were  implemented,  but  otherwise  would 
use  automobiles .    All  other  riders  forecast  to  use  the  new  service  would 
be  diverted  from  other  MBTA  transit  services . 
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TABLE    9.8 

CAPITAL    COST    OF    TRANSIT    ALTERNATIVES 

Millions     of       1977     Dollars 


Alte 

jrnative 

Light  Rail 
At-gracie 
Partial  Tunnel 

Construction 
Cost 

Vehicle 
Purchase 

19.5 
19.5 

Total 
Capital 
Cost 

84.2 
188.7 

Federal 
Share 
(80%) 

1 

64.7 
169.2 

67.4 
151.0 

2 

Light  Rail 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

64.1 
106.7 

19.5 
18.2 

83.6 
124.9 

66.9 
99.9 

3 

Light  Rail 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

64.0 
170.3 

17.6 
17.6 

81.6 
187.9 

68.3 
150.3 

4 

Light  Rail 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

129.3 
171.9 

31.9 
30.6 

151.2 
202.5 

129.0 
162.0 

5 

Rapid  Transit/LRV 

278.3 

36.6 

314.9 

251.9 

6 

Busway 

9.0 

6.4 

15.4 

12.3 

7 

LRV/Commuter  Rail 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

67.7 
159.0 

25.0 
23.7 

92.7 
182.7 

74.2 
146.2 

8 

Rapid  Transit 

604.4 

33.0 

637.4 

509.9 

9 

Light  Rail/Bus 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

38.3 
144.5 

15.4 
15.4 

53.7 
159.9 

43.0 
127.9 

10 

Local  Bus 

* 

5.7 

5.7 

4.6 

11 

Rapid  Transit/LRV 
At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

701.6 
914.1 

63.0 
63.0 

764.6 
977.1 

611.7 
781.7 

*  Cost  of  street  improvements  were  not  calculated 
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TABLE  9.9 

TOTAL  ANNUAL  COST 


Alternative 

1  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

2  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

3  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

4  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

5  Rapid  Trans it/LRV 

6  Busway 

7  LRV/Commuter  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 


Annual    Cost    (millions  of  1977  dollars) 
Capital  Operating  Total 


5.6 

3.4 

9.0 

12.2 

4.2 

16.4 

5.6 

4.1 

9.7 

8.2 

4.1 

12.3 

5.5 

3.7 

9.2 

12.2 

4.4 

16.6 

10.7 

7.2 

17.9 

13.3 

7.2 

20.5 

20.5 

9.3 

29.8 

1.3 

7.4 

8.7 

6.3 

4.2 

10.5 

12.0 

4.7 

16.7 

8  Rapid  Transit 

9  Light  Rail/Bus 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 


40.9 


3.9 
10.6 


9.2 


4.4 
5.2 


50.1 


8.3 
15.8 


10  Local  Bus 

11  Rapid  Trans  it/LRV 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 


0.6 


49.4 
63.9 


4.5 


15.5 
17.3 


5.1 


64.9 
81.2 
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TABLE    9.10 
ESTIMATED    RIDERSHIP    ON    SPECIFIC    TRANSIT  •  ALTERNATIVES 

Total    1985    Daily    Riders    (Inbound    Trips) 


Alt. 

Mode  or                      Proposed             Relocated 

Segment                       Service             Orange  Line 

3 
31,000 

Red  (Ashmont) 
Line 

New 
Riders 

Base 

Case 

1 

26,900 

- 

Base 

Case 

2 

47,700 

26,900 

- 

1 

Light  Rail                     21,400                  38,100 

23,100 

3,520 

2 

Light  Rail                     23,600                 38,500 

23,100 

3,810 

3 

Light  Rail                    25,000                 39,600 

20,100 

2,930 

4 

Radial  LRV                    23,000                  39,300 
Crosstown  LRV           13,300 
Total                             36,300 

21,400 

7,550 

5 

Rapid  Transit              25,200                 37,200 
Light  Rail                       4,600 
Total                             2  9,800 

A 

18,400 

3,740 

6 

Busway                          27,000                  39,200 

21,500 

4,980 

7 

Light  Rail                     14,600                 40,300 
Commuter  Rail              5,000 
Total                             19,600 

22,800 

1,530 

8 

Rapid  Transit               28,100                  36,500 

21,800 

4,490 

9 

Light  Rail                     22,500                  37,700 
Bus                                    3,600 
Total                             26,100 

21,100 

3,700 

10 

Local  Bus                            -   ^                  48,700 

25,500 

3,440 

11 
Notes 

Rapid  Transit              28,700                 33,500 
Crosstown  LRV            10,200 
Loop  LRV                         4,400 
Total                             43,300 

20,800 

7,910 

1 

Persons  transferring  between  rail  lines  are  counted  on 

ly  once 

2 

New  riders  of  public  transit  in  the  area  who  presently 
(calculated  relative  to  Base  Case  2) 

use 

automobiles 

3 

Existing  Orange  Line  Elevated 

4 
5 

Riders  who  travel  on  busway  for  at  least  part  of  their 

trip 

frr-im   r'Virrtinf-   ii.c 

PTR 
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The  radial  light  rail  lines  (Alternatives  1 ,  2  and  3)  running  from  the 
South  End  to  Mattapan  attract  daily  riders  in  the  range  of  21,000  to  25,000 
regardless  of  alignment.    The  rapid  transit  lines  (5  &  8)  generate  only  slightly 
higher  ridership  (25,000  to  30,000)  than  equivalent  light  rail  alternatives. 
The  busway  alternative  attracts  27,000  daily  riders,  although  a  calculation 
of  total  ridership  on  the  busway  alternatives  is  necessarily  arbitrary  because 
of  its  dual  local/line  haul  function.     (Note:    Alternate  6  ridership  includes 
riders  who  used  the  busway  itself  for  at  least  part  of  their  trip.)    Rider- 
ship on  commuter  rail  is  substantially  lower  than  other  alternatives  because 
of  less  frequent  service  and  a  less  convenient  downtown  connection  (South 
Station)  even  though  its  service  is  extended  further  south  than  other  lines. 

Most  of  the  alternatives  tend  to  reduce  daily  ridership  on  the  Re- 
located Orange  Line  by  about  10,000.     The  major  exception  is  Alterna- 
tive 10,  the  improved  feeder  bus  system,  which  increases  Orange  Line 
ridership  slightly.     Red  Line  ridership  is  decreased  by  4,000  to  8,000 
daily  with  the  greatest  decreases  coming  when  light  rail  or  rapid  transit 
service  is  put  on  the  Midland  Branch. 

New  riders  comprise  8  to  20  per  cent  of  total  riders.     This 
relatively  low  proportion  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  study  area  is  cur- 
rently very  transit-dependent.     The  low  end  of  this  range  is  found  in 
Alternative  7,  which  provides  infrequent  service  in  the  Dorchester- 
Mattapan  area  where  most  of  the  potential  new  riders  are  generated. 
Alternative  4  is  at  the  high  end  of  the  range  (20.7%  of  total  riders)  be- 
cause the  crosstown  alignment  generates  a  high  proportion  of  new  riders. 

New  and  total  transit  ridership  for  the  eleven  alternatives  are 
shown  graphically  in  Figure  9.6. 

Travel  Time  Savings 

Table  9.11  indicates  overall  daily  travel  time  savings  (in  hours) 
for  transit  users  throughout  the  Boston  (EMRPP)  region.     Virtually  all  of 
these  travel  time  savings  are  induced  within  the  study  area  where  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  transit  alternatives  is  greatest.     These  totals 
are  based  on  output  from  the  Ridership  Model. 

Table  9.11  indicates  that  substantially  greater  overall  travel  time 
savings  are  achieved  in  Alternatives  4  and  11  which  contain  the  greatest 
areawide  transit  coverage.     The  two  other  rapid  transit  alternatives  (5  &  8) 
are  at  an  intermediate  level  of  5,000  hours  saved  while  all  other  alternatives 
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are  at  substantially  the  same  overall  level  of  time  savings  (2,400  - 
3,600  hours).     These  travel  time  savings  were  converted  to  cost  sav- 
ings by  applying  a  cost  per  hour  saved  (see  Table  9.13). 


TABLE    9.11 

AGGREGATE    TRAVEL    TIME    SAVINGS 

Daily 


Alternative 

Hj 

ours  Saved  * 

1  LRV 

2,650 

2  LRV 

3,640 

3  LRV 

2,980 

4  LRV 

6,790 

5  LRV, 

R, 

.T. 

4,970 

6  Bus 

3,560 

Daily 

Alternative 

El 

ours  Saved  * 

7 

Rail, 

LRV 

2,650 

8 

R.T. 

4,970 

9 

LRV, 

Bus 

3,560 

10 

Bus 

2,400 

11 

R.T. 

,  LRV 

8,610 

*  Relative  to  Base  Case  2 


Cost-Effectiveness  Comparison 

1 .     Capital  Cost 

Total  capital  cost  for  each  alternative  was  given  previously  in  Table 
9.8.     Capital  costs  vary  widely.     Both  bus  and  bus  way  alternatives  have 
low  costs  because  of  limited  construction  requirements.     Light  rail  align- 
ments are  in  an  intermediate  level  at  a  range  of  $80-200  million,  depending 
upon  the  extent  of  tunnelling  required.     Rapid  transit  alternatives  are  sub- 
stantially higher  due  to  a  need  for  extensive  tunnelling.     Alternative  5, 
which  uses  the  Midland  Branch  Railroad  for  much  of  its  length,  is  con- 
siderably less  costly  than  Alternatives  8  and  11  which  run  in  subway 
along  their  entire  length. 

2  .      Cost  Per  Transit  Rider 

Table  9.12  shows  a  comparison  of  cost  per  passenger  trip  (or  rider) 
which  divides  total  annual  cost  by  total  annual  forecast  of  riders.     Be- 
cause variation  in  ridership  between  alternatives  is  substantially  less 
than  cost  variation,  the  cost  per  rider  ratio  is  primarily  a  function  of 
variation  in  capital  and  operating  costs.     The  table    indicates  that  bus 
and  light  rail  alternatives  are  at  about  the  same  level  of  cost  per  rider 
(particularly  if  light  rail  can  be  implemented  at-grade) .     Rapid  transit- 
oriented  alternatives  5,  8  and  11,  all  have  a  considerably  higher  ratio. 
Alternative  7  has  a  cost/rider  ratio  equivalent  or  higher  than  the  rapid 
transit  alternatives  because  of  the  low  number  of  new  riders  generated 
by  commuter  rail. 
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TABLE    9.12 

ANNUAL     COST     PER     REDER 


Alternative 


Total 
Annual  Cost  (millions) 


1  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

2  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 

3  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  Tunnel 

4  Light  Rail 

At-grade 
Partial  tunnel 


5 
6 
7 


Rapid  Transit 
Busway 


8       Rapid  Transit 


9.0 
16.4 


9.7 
12.3 


9.2 
16.6 


17.9 
20.5 

29.8 

8.7 


LRV/Commuter  Rail 
At-grade  10.5 

Partial  tunnel  16.7 


50.1 


9 

Light  Rail/Bus 

At-grade 

8.3 

Partial  tunnel 

15.8 

10 

Local  Bus 

5.1 

11 

Rapid  Transit/LRV 

At-grade 

64.9 

Partial  tunnel 

81.2 

Annual  Annual 
Cost  Cost 

Annual  Total  per  New  per  Total 

New  Riders    Annual  Riders    Rider  Rider 

(millions)  (millions)  ($)  ($) 


2.1 


2.3 
1.8 

4.5 

2.2 
3.0 

0.9 

2.7 

2.2 

2.1 

4.7 


12.8 

4.30 

0.70 

7.80 

1.30 

14.2 

4.20 

0.70 

t 

5.30 

0.90 

15.0 

5.10 

0.60 

9.20 

1.10 

21.8 

4.00 

0.80 

4.60 

0.90 

17.9 

13.50 

1.70 

16.2 

2.90 

0.50 

11.8 

11.70 

0.90 

18.60 

1.40 

16.9 


15.7 


26.0 


18.60 


3.80 
7.20 

2.40 


13.80 
17.30 


3.00 


0.50 
1.00 


2.50 
3.10 


Not  Applicable 
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3.      Ratio  of  Cost  to  Travel  Time  Savings 

Table  9.13  compares  alternatives  by  a  ratio  of  total  annual  cost 
to  annual  travel  time  savings  in  dollars.     Travel  time  savings  are  some- 
times referred  to  as  "user  benefits"  and  are  derived  by  applying  a  factor 
which  is  based  on  a  value  of  a  person's  time.     The  travel  time  savings 
shown  in  Table  9.11  were  converted  to  cost  by  using  a  factor  of  $3,00 
per  hour  saved.     The  $3.00  figure  was  used  in  the  MBTA's  Program  for 
Mass  Transportation  (PMT)  and  in  calculating  benefits  for  the  Orange 
Line  relocation  in  the  Southwest  Corridor  EIS. 

Table  9.13  indicates  that  the  ratio  is  lowest  for  bus  alternatives, 
varies  considerably  for  light  rail  alternatives  depending  on  vertical  pro- 
file,  and  is  highest  for  rapid  transit. 

Summary 

The  cost-effectiveness  factors  are  shown  graphically  in  Figure  9.7. 
These  bar  charts  indicate  that  all  cost-effectiveness  factors  are  most 
favorable  for  bus  and  least  favorable  for  rapid  transit  alternatives.     Spe- 
cific alternatives  utilizing  light  rail  fall  in  the  middle  range.     Light  rail 
alternatives  approach  the  cost-effectiveness  of  bus  options  if  the  number 
of  tunnel  sections  can  be  minimized. 


E.       ENVIRONMENTAL    FACTORS 

1 .        Required  Takings  of  Land/Structures/Parks/Historical  Sites 

Both  rapid  transit  alternatives  run  in  subway  or  on  already  available 
right-of-way  and  would  require  little  or  no  property  acquisition.     The  com- 
muter rail  portion  of  Alternative  7  runs  on  the  Midland  Railroad  right-of- 
way  and  would  not  require  any  takings  since  an  additional  track  would 
probably  not  be  required.     Alternatives  which  require  a  third  track  on 
the  Midland  Branch  alignment  would  necessitate  the  minor  property  tak- 
ings described  in  Chapter  8.    All  other  alternatives  have  insufficient 
right-of-way  in  some  sections  (see  Figure  8.1).     These  deficiencies 
are  correlated  with  alternatives  in  Table  9.14. 

Phase  II  analysis  will  define  whether  solutions  in  these  critical 
areas  will  involve  tunnelling  or  property  acquisition  for  those  alterna- 
tives still  remaining.     More  detailed  analysis  of  impacts  on  parks  and 
historical  sites  will  also  be  made  during  Phase  II.     Such  impact  appears 
to  be  minor  under  any  of  the  alternative  alignments. 
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TABLE    9.13 

RATIO    OF    COST    TO    TRAVEL    TIME    SAVINGS 


Total  Annual 

Annual  Travel 

Ratio  of  Cost 

Cost 
($  Million) 

Time  Savings^ 

to  Travel 

Alternative 

($ 

Million) 

Time  Savings 

1        Light  Rail 

At -grade 

9.00 

2.38 

3.8 

Partial  tunnel 

16.40 

6.9 

2       Light  Rail 

At -grade 

9.70 

3.28 

3.0 

Partial  tunnel 

12.30 

3.8 

3        Light  Rail 

At-grade 

9.20 

2.68 

3.4 

Partial  tunnel 

16.60 

6.2 

4       Light  Rail 

At-grade 

17.90 

6.11 

2.9 

Partial  tunnel 

20.50 

3.4 

5        Rapid  Transit 

29,80 

4.47 

6.7 

6       Busway 

8.70 

3.20 

2.7 

7       LRV/Commuter  Rail 

At-grade 

10.50 

2.38 

4.4 

Partial  tunnel 

16.70 

2.38 

7.0 

8        Rapid  Transit 

50.10 

4.47 

11.2 

9        Light  Rail/Bus 

At-grade 

8.30 

3.20 

2.6 

Partial  tunnel 

15.80 

4.9 

10     Local  Bus 

5.10 

2.16 

2.4 

11      Rapid  Trans  it/LRV 

At-grade 

64.90 

7.75 

8.4 

Partial  tunnel 

81.20 

10.5 

Notes 

See  Table  9.9. 

Daily  travel  time  savings  in  Table  9.8  multiplied  by  300  days  per 
year  and  $3  per  hour. 
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TABLE    9.14 

SPECIFIC    ALTERNATIVES    WITH    RIQHT-OF-WAY    DEFICIENCIES 


Street 

Washington 

"Washington 

Washington 

Blue  Hill 

Warren 

Dudley 

Ruggles 


Distance 

Between  (Miles) 

Mass.  Pike-Msgr.  Reynolds  .51 

Crosstown  Arterial-Dudley  .25 

M.L.  King-Egleston  .  .53 

Dudley-Grove  Hall  1.30 

Towns  end -Grove  Hall  .53 

Warren-Columbia  Road  1.30 

Huntington- Oolumbus  .30 


Alternatives 
Impacted 

1,2,3,4,6,7,9,11 
1,2,3,4,6,7,9,11 

1,11 

2,4,6,7 

2,4,6,7 

2,3,4,6,7,9,11 

4,11 


2  ,     Impact  on  Pedestrian/Bicycle  Movements 

Alternatives  5  and  8  on  exclusive  rights-of-way  will  have  virtually 
no  impact  on  pedestrian  or  bicycle  movement  .      All  other  alternatives  in- 
volve at-grade  service  which  can  have  positive  or  negative  impacts  on  ped- 
estrian and  bicycle  movements  depending  on  detailed  design.     These  de- 
tails are  a  part  of  Phase  II  of  the  study. 

3 .  Neighborhood  Disruption/Cohesion 

Real  impacts  on  neighborhoods  are  often  a  function  of  community  per- 
ception of  their  impact.     However,  no  major  construction  of  at-grade  facili- 
ties (which  could  be  construed  as  a  physical  barrier)  is  required  in  any  al- 
ternative . 

4 .  Construction  Disruption 

Major  construction  disruption  would  result  from  cut-and-cover  tunnel 
construction  in  either  rapid  transit  or  light  rail  alternatives.     This  dis- 
ruption would  require  temporary  rerouting  of  traffic  on  various  sections  of 
the  street  as  construction  proceeded.     The  deep  bore  technique  of  tunnel 
construction  would  obviate  the  need  for  such  disruption  but  entails  very 
high  costs  .     Construction  of  light  rail  and  busway  reservations  will 
severely  disrupt  streets  during  a  shorter  construction  period  but  probably 
can  be  staged  so  as  not  to  completely  stop  traffic  on  the  street.      Commuter 
rail  and  feeder  bus  alternatives  would  involve  the  least  disruption  during 
construction. 
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Noise  Impacts 


A  detailed  evaluation  of  transit  noise,  and  procedures  for 
reducing  impacts  along  the  alignments  will  be  made  during  Phase  II. 
However,  a  rough  comparison  of  noise  impacts  by  mode  can  be  made 
at  this  stage.    Bus,  rapid  transit  and  commuter  rail  vehicles  produce 
higher  noise  levels  than  light  rail.      Bus  noise  can  be  reduced  by  utiliz- 
ing trackless  trolleys,  but  at  a  higher  cost  and  limitation  on  system 
flexibility.    Rapid  transit  noise  in  subway  would  have  minimal  impact 
on  adjacent  residences  except  during  construction. 

6.  Air  Pollution 

7.  Energy  Consumption 

Detailed  evaluation  of  air  pollution  and  energy  factors  is  be- 
yond the  .scope  of  Phase  I  analysis.    However,  a  preliminary  compari- 
son can  be  made  by  examining  the  reduction  in  automobile  travel 
associated  with  each  specific  alternative  shown  in  Table  9.15.    This 
analysis  does  not  take  into  account  the  energy  consumed  and  pollutants 
emitted  by  each  transit  system,  but  differences  in  transit  are  expected 
to  be  less  significant  than  automobile  factors. 

TABLE    9.15 

REDUCTION    OF    AUTOMOBILE    VEHICLE    MILES    OF    TRAVEL    (VMT) 


Daily  Miles  Reduced  from  BaseCase  2 


Alt. 

Auto  VMT 

Alt. 

Auto  VMT 

I  LRV 

40,300 

7  Rail,  LRV 

17,600 

2  LRV 

44,900 

8  R.T. 

55. .700 

3  LRV 

32,600 

9  LRV,  Bus 

38,000 

4  LRV 

5  LRV,  R.T. 

6  Bus 

85,300 
,44^500 

56,100 

10  Bus 

11  LRV,  R.T. 

30,500 
95,400 

Table  9.15  indicates  that  the  reduction  in  automovile  VMT  Is 
proportional  to  the  new  riders  (or  auto  diversions)  generated  by  each 
specific  alternative.    It  indicates  that  the  crosstown  link  in  Alternatives 
4  and  11  is  significant  in  reducing  automobile  travel,  while  the  com- 
muter rail  line  in  Alternative  7  provides  the  least  reduction  in  auto 
trave  I . 
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F.      LAND    USE/LAND    DEVELOPMENT 

1 ,         Impact  on  Existing  and  Proposed  Land  Uses 
2  .        Enhancement  of  Land  Development  Goals 
3.        Impact  on  Land  Values 

Area  land  development  goals  have  concentrated  on  improving  the 
viability  of  commercial  and  residential  land  uses.     Relative  land  de- 
velopment impact  is  a  function  of  both  mode  and  alignment.     In  terms 
of  mode,  development  impact  is  a  function  of  the  volume  of  users,  and 
likelihood  of  long  term  operation.     The  range  of  total  passengers  for 
rapid  transit,  light  rail  and  busway  alternatives  are  similar,  with  com- 
muter rail  well  below  the  other  three.     However,  rapid  transit  would  have 
a  higher  average  number  of  passengers  per  station  than  either  light  rail 
or  bus  because  of  more  total  passengers  using  fewer  stops  .     These  fact- 
ors are  tabulated  in  Table  9. 16.     Because  of  this  characteristic,  rapid 
transit  would  be  more  likely  to  create  commercial  development  at  inter- 
mittent nodes  (a  policy  favored  by  the  B.R.A.  -  see  Chapter  2)  rather 
than  a  linear  arrangement  of  commercial  development. 

TABLE    9.16 

PASSENGERS    PER    STATION    FOR    SPECIFIC    ALTERNATIVES 

.2 


Daily  Riders 

Number  of 

Average  Riders 

Alternative 

Stations 

Per  Station 

1 

Light  Rail 

21,400 

20 

1,070 

2 

Light  Rail 

23,600 

19 

1,240 

3 

Light  Rail 

25,000 

19 

1,310 

4 

Light  Rail 

36,300 

28 

1,300 

5a. 

Rapid  Transit 

25,200 

9 

2,800 

b. 

Light  Rail 

4,600 

6 

770 

6. 

Busway 

20,800  3 

19 

1,100 

7a. 

Light  Rail 

14,600 

11 

1,330 

b. 

Commuter  Rail 

5,000 

9 

550 

8 

Rapid  Transit 

28,100 

12 

2,340 

9a. 

Light  Rail 

22,500 

16 

1,400 

b. 

Bus^ 

3,600 

11 

330 

10 

Bus 

- 

- 

- 

Ua. 

Rapid  Transit 

28,700 

12 

2,390 

b. 

Light  Rail 

14,600 

23 

630 

Notes 

1  See  Table  9.10 

2  See  Appendix  E 

3  Only  passengers  boarding  on  busway  itself 

4  Riders  on  new  service  cannot  be  tabulated  separately  from  current  users 
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Permanence  of  service  is  related  primarily  to  the  capital  invest- 
ment required  for  implementation.  Using  this  measure,  a  hierarchy  of 
modes  could  be  set  up  as  follows: 

1 .  Rapid  transit  (highest) 

2.  Light  rail 

3 .  Busway 

4.  Commuter  rail 

5.  Local  bus  (lowest) 

However,  it  should  be  noted  that  even  local  bus  routes,  which 
theoretically  are  completely  flexible  to  respond  to  chenging  demand, 
are  not  often  changed.     In  fact,  most  of  the  local  buses  in  the  study 
area  use  the  same  routes  as  streetcars  of  the  late  19th  and  early  20th 
century. 

In  terms  of  alignment,  the  previous  analysis  of  service  to  major 
centers  (Section  B-2)  indicates  the  relative  merits  of  the  alternatives  in 
developing  existing  commercial  nodes.     Development  impacts  along  var- 
ious alignments  between  these  centers  were  examined  for  the  various 
zones  of  service  (see  page  9.2). 

All  transit  alternatives  in  Zone  1  have  the  same  alignment  on 
Washington  Street  through  the  South  End.     In  Zone  2  (Roxbury) ,  five 
potential  alignments  were  used  in  various  specific  alternatives  as 
follows: 

1.  Vyashington/Seaver  Streets  (Alt.  1  and  11) 

2.  Warren  Street  (Alt.  2,  4,  6,  7,  8,  11) 

3.  Blue  HillAvenue  (Alt.  2,  4,  6,  7,  8,  11) 

4.  Midland  Railroad  (Alt.  3,  5,  7,  9) 

5.  Columbia  Road  (Alt.  11) 

A  new  service  on  Washington  Street  south  of  Dudley  would  help 
stimulate  development  along  this  corridor  which  is  now  marginal  because 
of  the  negative  impact  of  the  elevated  structure  and  the  large  distance 
between  Dudley  and  Egleston  Stations.     On  the  other  hand,   new  de- 
velopment on  Washington  Street  might  be  difficult  to  attract  because 
of  its  close  proximity  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line  corridor,  its  primarily 
residential  character  and  overall  limitations  on  the  demand  for  commercial 
development  in  the  area. 


Warren  Street  has  been  experiencing  economic  recovery  for  the 
past  three  years.     New  transit  service  could  enhance  present  recovery 
efforts,  especially  for  the  visibility  it  could  provide  to  stores  along 
the  street.     Blue  Hill  Avenue  has  experienced  severe  abandonment  and 
has  been  proposed  for  upgrading  as  part  of  the  City's  Boston  Plan  (see 
Chapter  2) .     New  transit  would  help  reinforce  the  viability  of  the  plan. 
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The  Midland  Branch  Railroad  runs  mostly  near  residential  areas, 
except  for  the  commercial  areas  at  Uphams  Corner,  Morton  Street, 
Woodrow  Avenue  and  Talbot  Avenue.    Space  and  incentive  for  commercial 
development  at  most  locations  along  the  Midland  Railroad  is  somewhat 
limited,  when  compared  to  Blue  Hill  Avenue.    Development  similar  to 
that  along  the  MBTA  Riverside  line  could  be  expected  along  the  Midland 
Railroad  with  some  station  areas  having  local  commercial  development 
while  others  primarily  support  residential  uses. 

Columbia  Road  is  a  commercial/residential  strip  with  mostly 
marginal  business  activity  except  at  the  major  nodes  of  Uphams  Cor- 
ner or  Grove  Hall.     Transit  service  on  this  alignment  could   help  up- 
grade the  viability  of  development. 

In  Zone  3,  two  alignments  are  possible:    the  Midland  Railroad 
and  Blue  Hill  Avenue.     The  preceding  analysis  of  the  Midland  Branch 
north  of  Grove  Hall  would  also  apply  generally  to  the  area  south  of 
Grove  Hall.     Commercial  activity  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  south  of  Grove 
Hall  is  somewhat  limited  with  high  vacancy  rates,  except  at  Mattapan 
Square   (see  Table  2.3).     A  transit  system  on  this  alignment  could  help 
improve  the  viability  of  commercial  development. 

In  Zone  4,  the  crosstown  links  proposed  in  Alternatives  4  and  11 
would  help  improve  the  viability  of  proposed  residential,  commercial 
and  recreational  development  at  Columbia  Point  (Boston  Plan)  in  addi- 
tion to  serving  UMass  and  the  Kennedy  Library.     It  would  also  help 
improve  the  importance  of  the  Uphams  Corner  commercial  center  and 
aid  redevelopment  along  Dudley  Street. 
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CHAPTER   10    SELECTION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

FOR  PHASE  II 


INTRODUCTION 

Historically,  the  "replacement"  aspect  of  the  ReplacementA'ransit 
Improvement  Study  was  the  result  of  a  committment  to  evaluate  the  effects 
of  relocating  the  existing  elevated  Orange  Line  on  Washington  Street  and 
provide  a  substitute  service  where  needed.     "Transit  improvement"  was 
meant  to  apply  to  other  sections  of  the  study  area  not  presently  served  by 
the  elevated.    This  does  not  imply  that  whatever  recommendations  are  made 
for  replacement  service  would  not  also  constitute  a  transit  improvement. 
In  this  context,  some  sections  of  the  study  area  can  be  clearly  identified 
as  requiring  either  "replacement  service"  or  to  be  in  need  of  "transit  im- 
provements" ,  while  recommendations  for  other  sections  can  best  be  made 
using  a  combination  of  the  two  concepts. 

On  this  basis,  four  zones  of  service  were  defined.    Zone  1  -  South 
End  to  Dudley  Square,  encompassing  an  area  equidistant  from  Washington 
Street-  is  the  one  most  affected  by  the  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line  and 
is  therefore  the  zone  in  which  replacement  service  must  be  evaluated. 
Zone  2  -  Dudley  Square  to  Grove  Hall  -  identifies  a  section  of  the  study 
area  requiring  evaluation  of  both  concepts  since  it  is  affected  on  the  west 
by  the  relocation  of  the  Orange  Line  and  is  presently  served  on  the  east  and 
south  by  a  network  of  feeder  buses.    Zone  3  -  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  Square  - 
is  presently  served  by  a  network  of  feeder  buses  to  the  Orange  and  Red  Lines 
and  would  benefit  from  an  evaluation  of  improved  means  of  public  transporta- 
tion .    Similarly,  the  travel  needs  of  residents  in  Zone  4  -  Columbia  Point  to 
Northeastern  University,  which  is  part  of  a  primary  corridor  for  crosstown  ser- 
vice -  would  be  better  met  through  improved  access  between  the  neighborhoods 
at  either  end  of  the  zone  . 

The  diverse  needs  and  requirements  in  the  zones  gave  rise  to  a  large 
number  of  possible  combinations.    The  analysis  in  Chapter  9  helped  to  make 
this  number  more  manageable.    Evaluation  of  the  eleven  specific  transit 
alternatives  (pp.  9.27  -  9.54)  generated  information  which  was  used  to 
identify  elements  of  transit  alternatives  for  further  analysis  in  Phase  II  of 
the  Study.    First,  determination  was  made  of  which  modes  should  be  analyzed 
further  in  Phase  II.    Then,  the  specific  alternatives  for  each  surviving  mode 
were  compared    in  each  of  the  four  zones  of  service,  to  see  which  alignments 
should  be  analyzed  in  Phase  II „    The  end  result  was  a  series  of  modes  and 
alignments  in  each  zone  of  service  recommended  for  Phase  II.    At  the  same  time, 
a  number  of  modes  and  alignments  are  being  dropped. 
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Phase  I  analysis  has  identified  a  number  of  modes  and  alignments  which 
are  accepted  by  the  community  and  can  meet  the  transportation  needs  of 
residents  in  each  zone  of  the  study  area.     Phase  II  analysis  will  concentrate 
on  issues  such  as:    detailed  engineering  analysis  of  pedestrian  movement 
and  safety,    community  preference  ,   determination  of  the  cost  and  feasibility 
of  right-of-way  acquisition,   and  impact  on  traffic  on  city  streets  and  cur- 
rent transit  operations.    Analysis  of  these  factors  will  indicate  preferred 
alignments  and  modes  in  each  zone  of  service.    These  alignments  and  modes 
will  be  combined  into  a  small  set  of  viable  "alternatives"  for  the  whole  study 
area  (consisting  of  modes  and  alignments  in  each  zone,  compatible  with  modes 
and  alignments  in  all  other  zones)  and  detailed  analyses  of  ridership,  safety, 
community  preference ,  environmental  impact,  construction  costs,   staging, 
etc.  ,  will  be  made.    A  single  preferred  alternative  system  will  then  be 
selected . 


ANALYSIS    OF   TRANSIT  MODES 

Table  10.1  compares  the  four  modes   (busway,   light  rail,  commuter  rail 
and  rapid  transit)  used  as  parts  of  the  specific  alternatives  in  terms  of  the 
evaluation  criteria  shown  in  Table  1.1,    namely:    user  benefits ,  environmental 
impacts,  land-use  and  developmental  impacts,  and  cost-effectiveness  factors 
Three  of  the  modes  are  recommended  for  further  analysis  in  Phase  II:    busway, 
light  rail  and  commuter  rail.    Rapid  transit  is  not  recommended  for  further 
analysis  and  commuter  rail  can  only  be  viewed  when  combined  with  other 
modes.    The  following  paragraphs  amplify  the  basis  for  the  recommendations. 


Busway  and  Light  Rail 

The  cost  effectiveness  factors  given  in  Table  10.1  indicate  that  busway 
and  light  rail  modes  are  clearly  more  cost-effective  than  commuter  rail  and 
rapid  transit.     Specific  problems  associated  with  pedestrian  movement  and 
safety  and  property  acquisition  caused  by  either  buses  or  light  rail  on  a 
median  reservation  will  be  addressed  in  Phase  II  when  the  alternatives  are 
examined  in  more  engineering  detail.    These  problems  could  be  overcome  by 
proper  median  design  and/or  tunneling  where  required. 

Busway  alternatives  could  also  include  trackless  trolley,  which  has 
superior  characteristics  in  terms  of  noise  and  air  pollution  than  standard 
diesel  buses.    However,  the  overhead  wire  requirements  for  the  trackless 
trolley  make  it  less  desirable  in  terms  of  cost  and  aesthetic  impact  in 
residential  neighborhoods  and  downtown  Boston.    In  Phase  II,  trackless 
trolleys  will  most  likely  be  examined  for  a  connecting  service  (as  in  Alterna- 
tive 9)  rather  than  as  the  combined  collector-line  haul  type  service  outlined 
in  specific  Alternative  6.     Consideration  will  be  given  to  the  availability  of 
maintenance  facilities  for  trackless  trolleys  in  the  study  area. 
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TABLE    10.1 

COMPARISON    OF   TRANSIT   MODES 


Vehicle  Type 


RAPID  TRANSIT/ 
SUBWAY  CAR 

(In  Tunnel  or  on  Railroad  Line) 


Transportation 
Service  — 
User  Benefits 


Fastest  service  to  downtown 
Minimal  disruption  to  surface  traffic 
Best  potential  schedule  adherence 
Longest  probable  implementation 
Causes  split  service  on  Orange  Line 
Wide  station  spacing 


Environmental 
Impact 


Limited 

required  land 

takings 

except  at 

stations 
Greatest 

potential 

construction 

disruption 


Land  Use/ 
Land 

Development 
Impact 


Capital 
Cost 


Could  provide 
major  incentive 
to  development 
in  vicinity  of 
stations 


Cost-Effectiveness  Factors 


$315- 

637 

million 


Cost/ 
Rider 


$1.70- 
3.00 


$13.50- 
18.60 


Cost/ 

New 

Rider 


Cost/ 

Travel 

Time 

Savings 

Ratio 


67- 
11.2 


RAILROAD 

(On  Railroad  Line) 


Does  not  replace  Orange  Line 
service 

Needs  other  improvements 
Good  potential  schedule  adherence 
Capacity  problems  at  South  Station 
High  comfort  rating 
Poor  transfer  capability 
Potential  quick  implementation 
Least  impact  on  surface  traffic 
Wide  station  spacing 


Least  required 
land  takings 

Minimal 
construction 
disruption 


Minimal 
stimulus  to 
development 


$16- 
32 

million 


$0.90- $11.70 
1.30      18,60 


4.4- 
7.0 


Best  downtown  and  Back  Bay 

connections 
Good  potential  for  incremental 

construction 
Potential  disruption  to  surface  traffic 
Frequent  station  locations 


STREETCAR/UGHT 
RAIL  VEHICLE  (LRV) 

(In  Tunnel  in  Median 
or  on  Street) 


High  potential 
land  takings 
on  narrow 
existing 
streets 

High  potential 
for 

construction 
disruption 


Could  provide 
incentive  for 
development 
along  major 
streets 


$82- 
202 

million 


$0.60- 
1.30 


$4.00- 
9.20 


2.9- 
6.9 


Best  transit  coverage 
Best  potential  to  minimize  transfers 
Worst  potential  schedule  adherence 
Potential  quick  implementation 
Potential  disruption  to  surface  traffic 
Good  potential  for  incremental 
construction 


Greatest  source 
of  air 

pollution  and 
noise  of 
transit  modes 
on  the  street 


Lesser 

investment  in 
fixed  facilities 
provides  less 
incentive  for 
development 


$5.7- 

14.3 

million 


$0.50 


$2,40- 
2.90 


2.4- 
2.7 


BUS 

(In  Median  or  on  Street) 
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Phase  II  of  the  study  will  look  at  light  rail  options  both  above  and  below 
ground.     Underground  sections  for  light  rail  lines  will  be  considered  where 
surface -running  systems  are  not  appropriate.    Tunnel  sections  will  be  con- 
sidered in  areas  where  right-of-way  is  limited  and  property  taking  is  not 
desirable  (such  as  in  the  South  Cove  area,  on  Warren  and  Dudley  Streets, 
and  in  the  Mattapan  Square  area)  and  surface  systems  may  cause  major 
conflicts  with  pedestrian  safety  and/or  vehicle  movements  (such  as  specific 
locations  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  south  of  Grove  Hall)  . 

Because  of  ventilation  problems,  all  busway  alternatives  must  run 
above-ground.    However,  tunnel  sections  for  a  L.-dcklesc  trolley  are  possible. 


Commuter  Rail 

Commuter  rail  alone  cannot  provide  replacement  service  for  the  Orange 
Line  in  the  South  End  and  Roxbury  communities,  and  therefore,  would  have 
to  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with  other  modes  to  create  a  viable  trans- 
portation alternative  for  the  corridor.     In  addition,  its  traditional  operating 
characteristics  are  not  necessarily  well-suited  to  study  area  needs  for  high 
frequency,   low-fare  transportation.    However,  this  mode  can  be  implemented 
quickly  and  inexpensively  and,  in  conjunction  with  other  modes,  satisfy  the 
area's  travel  needs.    In  the  long  run,  commuter  rail  service  possibly  could 
be  upgraded  through  electrification  and  by  providing  service  to  downtown 
Boston  and  North  Station  as  part  of  the  proposed  Central  Artery  reconstruction 
project.    Therefore,   it  is  recommended  as  an  option  for  further  analysis  in 
Phase  II. 


Rapid  Transit 

It  is  recommended  that  all  rapid  transit  alternatives  be  eliminated  prior 
to  Phase  II.    The  analysis  documented  in  Chapter  9  has  shown  that  persons 
in  the  study  area  can  realize  greater  benefits  from  a  more  extensive  network 
of  light  rail,  busway  and/or  commuter  rail  lines  than  from  a  single  rapid 
transit  line;  and  at  far  less  overall  cost. 

Although  rapid  transit  costs  far  more  than  other  modes  in  the  study  area, 
such  cost  might  be  justified  if  significantly  greater  benefits  to  study  area 
residents  could  be  achieved.    Traditionally,  benefits  of  rapid  transit  have 
included  the  following: 

(1)  greater  passenger-carrying  capacity 

(2)  faster  travel  speeds 

(3)  less  disruption  to  vehicular  traffic  (after  construction) 

(4)  best  potential  for  spurring  development 

(5)  most  reliable 


10.4 


Each  factor  was  discussed  previously  in  Chapter  9.    The  conclusions  are 
summarized  here: 

(1)  Passenger-Carrying  Capacity  -    Although  rapid  transit  does  pro- 
vide greater  passenger  carrying  capacity  than  light  rail  or  busway, 
rider  forecasts  have  shown  that  any  foreseeable  passenger  demand 
can  be  served  by  either  of  the  latter  modes  .    Projected  maximum  peak 
hour  demand  under  any  mode  option  of  4,000-4,500  passengers   (see  page 
9.31)  can  be  accommodated  in  2-3  car  light  rail  vehicles  or  in  buses  in 
the  busway.    The  busway  has  lesser" capacity  to  handle  large  increases 
in  demand,  but  could  be  converted  to  a  light  rail  line  if  and  when  greater 
capacity  is  required. 

(2)  Travel  Speed  -  Rapid  transit  can  provide  faster  service  to  down- 
town Boston  from  stations  along  the  route  than  do  other  modes.    How- 
ever, travel  time  between  all  stations  and  downtown  for  light  rail  and 
busway  systems  can  be  made  reasonably  comparable  to  rapid  transit 

if  maximum  use  of  exclusive  right-of-way  is  made,   stations  are  spaced 
at  least  1/4  mile  apart  and  traffic  preemptive  signals  are  used.    A 
single  rapid  transit  line  provides  walk-in  service  only  near  stations 
which  are  spaced  further  apart  than  light  rail  or  busway  while  other 
potential  riders  would  take  feeder  bus  service  to  get  to  a  station,  and 
most  would  find  it  equally  convenient  to  take  a  bus  to  either  the  Orange 
or  Red  Lines.    Actual  door-to-door  travel  times  for  all  users  would 
benefit  more  from  greater  coverage  of  the  study  area  by  either  busway 
or  light  rail  lines  .     (See  Table  9.11-  Analysis  of  Travel  Time  Savings) 

(3)  Less  Disruption  to  Vehicle  Traffic  -   Surface  light  rail  or  busway 
systems  not  on  a  separated  R.O.W.  ,   like  the  Midland  Railroad,  take 
up  part  of  the  street  right-of-way  and,  therefore,  reduce  traffic   carry- 
ing capacity.    Rapid  transit,  which  must  be  completely  grade  separated, 
only  disrupts  traffic  during  the  construction  period  (although  such  a 
period  is  lengthy)  because  it  tunnels  under  city  streets.    The  long-term 
disruption  of  surface  systems  (such  as  busways  or  light  rail  in  a  median 
reservation)  can  be  mitigated  through  proper  design  and  use  of  grade- 
separation  when  required  and  may  actually  be  beneficial  in  some  areas 
where  policy  is  to  discourage  through  traffic. 

Pedestrian  movement  and  safety  problems  associated  with  surface 
systems  must  be  resolved  through  either  proper  design  of  the  median  or 
by  tunnel  sections  where  needed. 
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(4)  Potential  for  Development  -  While  rapid  transit  may  provide 
somewhat  greater  stimulus  to  development  than  other  modes,  pri- 
marily around  stations,  this  factor  does  not  have  to  be  significant 
if  proper  land  planning  accompanies  development  of  other  transit 
modes.     Development  in  Brookline  at  Coolidge  Corner  and  along 
Beacon  Street  are  examples  of  the  possible  impacts  of  light  rail. 

In  addition,  the  tunneling  requirements  for  rapid  transit  may  poten- 
tially harm  preservation  efforts  in  areas  like  the  South  End  and 
would  definitely  be  much  more  disruptive  during  the  longer  construction 
period. 

(5)  Reliability  -    Rapid  transit  in  a  subway  would  provide  po- 
tentially more  reliable  service  than  surface  modes,  but  only  for 
those  persons  able  to  walk-in  (a  smaller  number  than  on  busway 
or  light  rail  alternatives)  .    Others  would  still  have  to  transfer 
from  local  buses . 

Weighted  against  these  marginal  benefits,  rapid  transit  has  some  real 
disadvantages.    It  splits  service  on  the  relocated  Orange  Line  which  will 
reduce  train  frequency  to  the  Southwest  Corridor  communities  of  Roxbury  and 
Jamaica  Plain.    While  the  engineering  requirements  for  a  branch  at  either 
South  Cove  or  Ruggles  have  not  been  explored  in  detail,  it  appears  that 
large  and  very  complicated  structures  would  have  to  be  provided  in  these 
areas  to  effect  a  branch.    Construction  of  a  subway  on  Washington  Street 
or  in  the  South  End  would  have  to  await  dismantling  of  the  elevated  and 
entail  a  service  gap  of  at  least  4  to  5  years  . 

A  single  line  rapid  transit  system  would  benefit  an  area  without  any 
downtown -oriented  rail  transit  system  in  place.    However,  the  study  area 
already  has  both  Orange  and  Red  Lines  on  its  periphery.    In  this  case,  a 
system  which  can  collect  and  distribute  riders  over  a  greater  area  with 
more  closely  spaced  stations  would  provide  better  coverage  and  greater 
user  benefits.    Table  10.2  shows  this  by  comparing  a  light  rail  alternative 
having  both  radial  and  crosstown  service  (Alternative  4)  to  rapid  transit 
alternatives,  Alternatives  5  and  8.    A  similar  comparison  could  be  made 
for  the  busway  alternative. 

Table  10.2  indicates  that  the  dual  network  of  light  rail  lines  (Alt.  4) 
provides  from  20%  to  100%  in  greater  benefits  over  rapid  transit  alternatives 
in  terms  of  increased  ridership  (due  in  part  to  better  coverage)  savings  in 
travel  time  and  reduction  of  automobile  travel.    Yet,  its  capital  cost  and 
total  annual  cost  is  far  lower.    This  clearly  indicates  that  the  cost  to  con- 
struct and  operate  a  single  rapid  transit  line  in  the  study  area  could  be 
spent  more  effectively  in  creating  a  network  of  light  rail  and/or  busway  lines 
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TABLE    10.2 

COMPARISON    OF    SELECTED    LIGHT   RAIL    AND    RAPID   TRANSIT   ALTERNATIVES 


Alt.  5         Alt.  8 


Reference 

Factor 

Table 

Alt.  4 
(LRV) 

Daily  New  Riders 

9.10 

7,550 

Daily  Riders 

9.10 

36,300 

Daily  Travel  Time 

Savings  (Hours) 

9.11 

6,790 

(R.T.)  (R.T.) 

3,740  4,490 

29,800  28,100 

4,970  4,970 

Daily  Reduction  in 

Auto  Travel  (Miles)         9.15                 85,300                   44,500  55,700 

Capital  Cost 

(millions  1977  $)             9.8                 161-202                       315  637 

Annual  Cost 

(millions  1977  $)             9.9                 17.9-20.5                 29.8  50.1 

Cost  Per  Rider 

(1977$)                                9.1^                0.80-0.90                  1.70  3.00 

For  all  these  reasons,   it  does  not  appear  productive  to  continue  analysis 
of  rapid  transit  into  Phase  II.    The  time  and  effort  spent  analyzing  this  mode 
could  be  spent  more  productively  in  working  out  details  and  evaluating  align- 
ments for  other  modes. 


ANALYSIS   OF   ALIGNMENTS 

The  alignments  for  bus  and  light  rail  modes  were  evaluated  within  each 
specific  zone  of  service.    As  outlined  in  Chapter  9,  the  zones  of  service 
correspond  to  the  four  basic  areas  of  study: 

Zone  1  South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Zone  2  Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Zone  3  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

Zcno  4  Crosstov/n  (Northeastern  to  Cclu.nbia  Point) 


Examination  of  the  specific  alternatives  indicated  that  many  viable 
overall  transportation  systems  could  be  made  up  from  the  preferred  align- 
ment or  alignments  within  each  zone.     Therefore,  it  was  imperative  to 
select  the  most  feasible  alignments  within  each  zone  prior  to  entering 
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Phase  II  and  then  to  reduce  options  further  in  Phase  II  on  the  basis  of 
detailed  analysis.    Subsequently,  complete  transit  systems  consisting  of 
a  series  of  alignments  in  each  zone  could  be  created  for  system-wide 
analysis  . 

The  following  describes  those  alignments  dropped  and  those  re- 
commended for  study  in  Phase  II,  and  presents  some  of  the  critical  issues 
in  each  zone  of  service  that  will  be  analyzed  in  Phase  II  to  determine  a 
preferred  alternative. 

Zone  1  -  South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Table  10.3  shows  potential  modes  and  alignments  in  Zone  1  and  re- 
commendations for  Phase  II. 


TABLE      10.3 

ZONE     1     RECOMMENDATfONS 


Mode 

Busway  (Trackless  Trolley) 
Light  Rail 
Rapid  Transit 


Alignment 

Washington  Street 
Washington  Street 
Washington  Street 


Recommendation 

Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 
Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
(see  page  10  .4) 


Washington  Street  is  the  most  feasible  alignment  in  Zone  1  because 
of  width  and  central  location.     Two  modes  should  be  examined  in  Phase  II: 
a  light  rail  service  in  a  median  reservation  which  ties  into  the  Green  Line 
at  Boylston  Station,  and  a  busway  running  in  a  median  reservation  which 
ties  into  the  City's  proposed  Auto  Restricted  Zone  in  the  downtown  shopping 
district.     The  busway  could  use  either  standard  bus  or,  if  feasible,  trackless 
trolley  modes . 

Some  of  the  more  important  issues  which  will  be  addressed  in  Phase  II 
in  order  to  select  a  s"stem  for  Zone  1  are  listed  below: 


1.         Light  rail  portal  location  and  alignment  in  the  South  Cove  area 
(continuation  of  the  analysis  in  Chapter  8) . 


2  .         Impact  on  downtown  environment  of  greatly  increasing  the 

number  of  buses  entering  the  proposed  Auto  Restricted  Zone  (ARZ) 

3.  Impact  of  increased  bus  volumes  on  traffic  operations  in  the 
ARZ  (continuation  of  analysis  in  Appendix  F) . 

4.  Solution  of  R.O.W.  problems  in  Cathedral  area. 

5.  Impact  of  surface  transit  on  traffic  signalling,  left  turns  and 
pedestrian  crossings  throughout  the  South  End. 
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6.  Transit  operations  and  impact  on  other  lines  in  Green  Line 
Subway  at  Boylston  Station. 

7.  Impact  of  surface  transit  on  current  traffic  volumes  and 
patterns  in  the  South  End    and  at  Dudley  Square. 

8.  Potential  for  new  commercial  development  along  Washington 
Street. 

9.  Full  or  partial  construction  of  replacement  service  prior  to 
demolition  of  elevated  structure. 

10.         Space  for  turning  back  light  rail  vehicles,  buses  and  track- 
less trolleys  at  Dudley  Station. 

Zone  2  -  Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Table  10.4  shows  potential  modes  and  alignments  in  Zone  2  and  re- 
commendations for  Phase  II. 


TABLE    10.4 

ZONE     2     RECOMMENDATIONS 


Mode 


Busway 


Light  Rail 


Rapid  Transit 


Commuter  Rail 


Alignment 

Warren  Street 
Bine  Hill  Avenue 
Seaver  Street 

Washington  Street 
Warren  Street 
Blue  Hill  Avenue 
Midland  RR 
Seaver  Street 
Columbia  Road 

Warren  Street 
Midland  RR 


Midland  RR 


Recommendation 

Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  m  Phase  II 
Study  ill  Phase  II 

Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 
Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 

Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
(See  page  10.4) 

Study  in  Phase  II 


Busway  alignments  for  downtown-oriented  service  are  possible  on 
either  Warren  Street  or  Blue  Hill  Avenue.     Because  land  taking  would  be 
undesirable  on  Warren  Street  south  of  Quincy  Street  where  right-of-way 
is  limited,  and  bus  tunnels  are  not  practical,  it  is  likely  that  all  busway 
options  would  run  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  in  this  area. 
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Subsequent  to  the  development  of  specific  alternatives  discussed  in 
Chapter  9,  a  proposal  was  made  to  evaluate  a  busway  on  Seaver  Street  that 
would  provide  connections  from  Blue  Hill  Avenue  to  the  Jackson  Square  Sta- 
tion on  the  Relocated  Orange  Line.     This  busway  could  be  part  of  an  overall 
crosstown  bus  route  running  from  Ashmont  Station  on  the  Red  Line  to  the 
Brookline  Village  Station  of  the  Riverside  (Highland)  Branch  of  the  Green  Line, 
This  would  be  routed  as  follows: 


Ashmont  Station  -  Blue  Hill  Avenue: 
Talbot  Avenue  -  Seaver  Street: 
Blue  Hill  Avenue  -  Egleston  Square: 
Egleston  -  Jackson  Square: 
Jackson  Square  -  Brookline  Village: 


Talbot  Avenue 
Blue  Hill  Avenue 
Seaver  Street 
Columbus  Avenue 
Heath  Street  -  Huntington 
Avenue 


This  routing  is  shown  in  Figure  10.1  and  it  is  recommended  that  it 
be  studied  further  in  Phase  II. 

Light  rail  alternatives  are  recommended  for  further  study  along 
Warren  Street,  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  Midland  Railroad  segments,  but  not  on  the 
Washington  -  Seaver  and  Columbia  Road  segments.     The  Washington  - 
Seaver  Street  alignment  was  used  in  Specific  Alternatives  1  and  11  while 
the  Columbia  Road  alignment  was  used  in  Alternative  11. 

The  Washington  -  Seaver  alignment  was  compared  to  Warren  Street/ 
Blue  Hill  and  Midland  Railroad  alignments  by  examining  data  for  specific 
Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  which  use  the  three  alignments  for  light  rail  from 
Mattapan  to  downtown  Boston.     A  reiteration  of  cost-effectiveness  factors 
for  these  three  alignments  is  given  in  Table  10.5  below.     Note  that  all 
factors  consider  the  entire  alignment  -  not  just  the  section  in  Zone  2. 


TABLE     10.5 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS  FACTORS  FOR  SELECTED 


LfGHT 

RAIL    ALIGNMENTS 

Ratio  of 

Cost  to 

Travel 

Spec. 

Alignment 

Vertical 

Capital  Cost 

Cost 

per  Rider 

Time 

Alt. 

in  Zone  2 

Alignment 

($  Millions) 

New 

Total 

Savings* 

1 

Washington- 

At-grade 

85 

4.3 

0.7 

3.8 

Seaver 

Partial  Tunnel 

189 

7.8 

1.3 

6.9 

2 

Warren/Blue 

At-grade 

84 

4.2 

0.7 

3.0 

Hill 

Partial  Tunnel 

125 

5.3 

0.9 

3.8 

3 

Midland  RR 

At-grade 

82 

5.1 

0.6 

3.4 

Partial  Tunnel 

188 

9.2 

1.1 

6.2 

'The  lower  the  ratio,  the  more  advantageous  the  alignment,  i.e. 
cost  or  greater  travel  time  savings  . 
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lower 


Table  10.5   indicates  that  the  range  of  cost-effectiveness  factors 
is  fairly  similar  for  specific  alternatives  1  and  3.     However,  because  of 
extensive  abandonment,  property  takings  on  Dudley  Street  appear  more 
feasible  than  on  Washington  Street  south  of  Dudley  Station.    This  fact 
makes  the  at-grade  profile  of  Alternative  3  more  likely  for  implementa- 
tion than  that  of  Alternative  1.     Consequently,  the  numbers  which  real- 
istically should  be  compared  are  factors  for  a  partial  tunnel  in  Alterna- 
tive 1  against  the  two  profiles  (at-grade  or  in  partial  tunnel)  in  Alterna- 
tive 2  and  the  at-grade  profile  in  Alternative  3. 

This  comparison  proves  unfavorable  to  Alternative  I  ,  because  of 
its  high  capital  cost  and  slightly  lower  ridership  and  savings  in  overall 
travel  time.     The  lower  ridership  and  travel  time  savings  result  from  its 
proximity  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line,  particularly  in  the  Egleston  Square 
area . 

The  principal  advantage  of  the  Washington-Seaver  alignment  is 
that  it  directly  serves  the  Egleston  area  which  now  has  an  Orange  Line 
station.     However,  this  area  will  also  be  served  well  by  the  relocated 
Orange  Line  at  Jackson  Square  Station  which  is  only  1/2  mile  away  and 
will  have  feeder  bus  service.     Currently,   65  per  cent  of  passengers 
using  the  Orange  Line  at  Egleston  Station  arrive  by  either  bus  or  auto- 
mobile (see  Table  3-10  in  Appendix  B)  ,    In  addition,  the  new  Bcylston 
Street  Station  is  -inly  1/3    mile  away  from  Egleston  Square. 

Warren/Blue  Hill  and  Midland  Branch  alignments  provide  a  more 
central  location  between  Orange  and  Red  Lines  in  the  Roxbury,   Uphams 
Corner  area  than  the  Washington-Seaver  alignment.     These  alternatives 
have  been  retained  because  each  has  advantages  and  disadvantages 
which  should  be  investigated  further  in  Phase  II  before  decisions  can  be 
made.     The  Midland  Railroad  is  attractive  for  rail  modes  because  it  pro- 
vides an  exclusive  grade-separated  alignment  which  means  lower  con- 
struction costs  and  faster  and  more  efficient    transit  operations.    Al- 
though both  Warren  Street  and  upper  Blue  Hill  Avenue  alignments  have 
some  right-of-way  constraints,  each  offers  centrallv-locnted    service 
to  Roxbury  and  opportunities  for  development. 

The  Columbia  Road  alignment  closely  parallels  the  Midland  Rail- 
road.    It  generally  contains  right-of-wav  sufficient  to  meet  minimum 
requirements  for  a  median  reservation,  except  for  a  600  foot  section 
near  Uphams  Corner.     However,  accommodating  current  traffic  vol- 
umes on  Columbia  Road  may  require  a  minimum  of  two  travel  lanes  in 
each  direction  and  consequently  require  land  takings  or  tunnel  con- 
struction.    Unlike  the  Warren  Street  and  Blue  Hill  Avenue  alignments 
which  roughly  parallel  each  other  and  where  it  might  be  possible  to  di- 
vert traffic  from  one  arterial  to  another  if  a  transit  median  were  con- 
structed, Columbia  Road  has  no  parallel  arterial  for  diversion  of  through 
traffic . 
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The  primary  reason  for  eliminating  Columbia  Road  as  an  alignment 
for  light  rail  or  busway  is  that  it   serves  only  a  Limited  transportation 
purpose.     It  connects  Uphams  Corner  and  Grove  Hall  but,  unlike  the  Mid- 
land Railroad,  does  not  serve  as  a  potential  link  between  the  study  area 
and  downtown.     As  part  of  Alternative  11 ,  it  attracted  only  1,800  daily 
riders  (one-way  trips),  which  is  a  volume  that  can  adequately  be  handled 
by  local  bus  service.     In  summary,  Columbia  Road  does  not  provide  a 
needed  link  for  a  possible  light  rail  or  busway  system  from  Grove  Hall 
or  Dorchester  to  downtown,  nor  does  it  stand  on  its  own  as  more  than  a 
local  bus  link.     Therefore,  it  should  not  be  included  in  Phase  II  analysis. 

Major  Issues  addressed  in  Phase  II  for  Zone  2  will  include: 

1.  Problems  of  limited  R.O.W.  in  Grove  Hall  and  on  lower  Warren 
Street. 

2.  Potential  for  using  transit  as  a  stimulus  for  redevelopment  of 
Blue  Hill  Avenue  as  outlined  in  the  Boston  Plan. 

3 .  The  relative  benefits  of  upgrading  an  improving  street  (Warren 
Street)  as  opposed  to  a  street  which  has  experienced  con- 
siderable abandonment  (Blue  Hill  Avenue) . 

4.  The  vertical  and  horizontal  alignment  of  a  light  rail  connec- 
tion between  Dudley  Street  and  the  Midland  Railroad. 

5.  Organization  of  vehicular  traffic  through  the  Dudley  Station 
area . 

6.  Alignment  of  transit  systems  through  the  Dudley  Station  area. 

7.  Potential  joint  development  at  Dudley  Square. 

8.  Availability  of  R.O.W.  for  a  busway  segment  between  Blue 
Hill  Avenue  and  Warren  Street. 

9  .      Trolley  or  bus  turn  back  capability  at  Grove  Hall  or  at  Zoo. 

10.      Connection  to  the  Crosstown  Street  (direct  routing ,  station 
locations) . 

Zone  3  -  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

Table  10.6  indicates  the  alternatives  considered  and  recommenda- 
tions for  the  Zone  3  area . 

All  Zone  3  light  rail  and  bus  alternatives  studied  in  Phase  I  are 
recommended  for  retention  in  Phase  II  of  the  study.     Two  light  rail  align- 
ments are  possible  in  the  southern  zone:   the  Midland  Railroad  or  Blue 
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TABLE    10.6 

ZONE     3    RECOMMENDATIONS 


Mode 
Busway 

Light  Rail 

Rapid  Transit 

Commuter  Rail 


Alignment 

Blue  Hill  Avenue 
Talbot  Avenue 

Blue  Hill  Avenue 
Midland  RR 

Blue  Hill  Avenue 
Midland  RR 


Midland  RR 


Recommendation 

Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 

Study  in  Phase  II 
Study  in  Phase  II 

Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 
(See  page   10.4) 

Study  in  Phase  II 


Hill  Avenue.     The  Midland  Railroad  has  advantages  in  terms  of  cost,  travel 
speed,  and  transit  operations,  and  is  centrally  located  to  serve  the  residents 
of  the  area.     Blue  Hill  Avenue  has  sufficient  right-of-way  south  of  Grove 
Hall  for  either  busway  or  light  rail  options  .     Transit  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
would  help  upgrade  already  existing  commercial  development. 

A  possible  busway  segment  en  Talbot  Avenue  from  Ashmont  Station 
to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  is  also  recommended  for  further  analysis.     This  seg- 
ment is  part  of  the  crosstown  system  previously  described  in  the  section 
on  Zone  2  . 


Phase  II  analysis  will  concentrate  on  the  following  major  issues  in 


Zone  3: 


1.         Opposition  by  some  citizens  to  transit  improvements 
other  than  local  bus  service  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 

2  .         Revitalization  of  Blue  Hill  commercial  areas  vs  .  Midland 
Railroad's  more  centralized  location. 

3.  Vertical  and  horizontal  alignment  for  the  light  rail  connec- 
tion between  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  the  Midland  Railroad  near 
Mattapan  Square  (at  Simco's). 

4.  Transit  alignments  in  the  Mattapan  Square  area. 

5.  Potential  for  connecting  light  rail  service  to  the  Ashmont- 
Mattapan  high-speed  line. 

6.  Extension  of  commuter  rail  service  to  Hyde  Park  and  Readville, 
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7.  Need  for  a  third  track  for  freight  or  Amtrak.  service  on  the 
Midland  Branch  Railroad. 

8.  Traffic  and  safety  considerations  if  a  median  reservation  is 
put  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 

Zone  4  -  Columbia  Point  to  Northeastern 

Potential  modes  for  the  crosstown  alignment  (Zone  4)  are  shown  in 
Table  10.7. 


TABLE     10.7 

ZONE    4     RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mode  Alignment  Recommendations 

Busway  Dudley  Street  Study  in  Phase  II 

Light  Rail  Dudley  Street  •     Study  in  Phase  II 

Rapid  transit  Dudley  Street  Drop  prior  to  Phase  II 

(See  page  10.4) 

Analysis  of  specific  alternatives  4  and  11  showed  that  a  crosstown 
link  from  Columbia  Point  through  Uphams  Corner  and  Dudley  to  the  Fenway 
area  could  generate  considerable  new  transit  ridership.     Although  only  the 
light  rail  mode  was  examined  as  a  specific  alternative,  the  general  cost- 
effectiveness  of  a  busway  elsewhere  suggests  that  it  also  be  studied  in 
Phase  II.     A  rapid  transit  crosstown  alignment  was  not  examined  as  a  spec- 
ific alternative  and  the  mode's  lack  of  cost-effectiveness   (particularly  in 
a  crosstown  alignment  where  a  complete  subway  would  be  required)  suggests 
that  it  be  dropped  prior  to  Phase  II.     No  community  interest  has  been  ex- 
pressed for  rapid  transit  on  the  crosstown  alignment. 

The  Dudley  Street  alignment  was  analyzed  for  crosstown  service  in 
Phase  I  and  is  ideal  in  terms  of  transportation.  Its  right-of-way  is  con- 
stricted throughout,  although  property  acquisition  may  be  possible  along 
most  of  its  length.  However,  widening  the  street  in  some  areas  such  as 
Uphams  Corner  may  be  undesirable,  leading  to  either  tunnelling  (not  feasible 
for  bus  alternative)  or  utilizing  other  streets  in  the  area.  Consequently, 
Phase  II  analysis  should  also  examine  other  potential  parallel  alignments 
in  Zone  4 . 


Zone  4  issues  addressed  in  Phase  II  will  include: 
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1 .  Limited  right-of-way  on  Dudley  Street 

2.  Making  the  crosstown  LRV  a  branch  of  the  Arborway  Line  or  a 
shuttle  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line. 

3.  Potential  for  extending  the  crosstown  line  to  provide  circum- 
ferential service  to  the  Fenway  and  possibly  Cambridge  and 
Somerville  as  proposed  in  the  BTPR  report. 

4.  Impact  of  crosstown  transit  on  Columbia  Station  of  the  Red 
Line . 

5.  Conversion  of  line  from  bus  to  hy'it  rail  over  a  period 
of  time . 

6.  Specific  R.O.W.  problems  at  Uphams  Corner. 

7.  Potential  capacity  problems  at  Copley  Junction  in  the  Green 
Line  Central  Subway  if  new  light  rail  service  is  added  to  the 
Arborway  Line. 

8.  Interface  with  institutions  and  proposed  development  at  Col- 
umbia Point. 

9.  Whether  a  crosstown  link,  should  run  into  the  Dudley  Station 
area  or  north  of  Dudley  on  the  crosstown  street. 

10.  How  crosstown  service  interfaces  with  radial  service. 

11.  The  feasibility  of  operating  another  branch  of  the  Arborway 
Line . 

12.  Alignment  required  to  cross  the  Southeast  Expressway  to 
reach  Columbia  Point. 


OVERALL    RECOMMENDATIONS    AND    PHASE    II    PROCEDURE 

Transit  alignments  and  modes  recommended  for  Phase  II  in  all  four 
zones  of  service  are  shown  in  Table  10.8  and  Figure  10.1.    Those  align- 
ments and  modes  dropped  during  Phase  I  are  listed  in  Table  10.  9. 

Some  of  the  alignments  and  modes  shown  in  Figure  10.1  and  Table 
10.8  may  be  found  clearly  unfeasible  when  more  detailed  engineering  work  is 
performed  as  part  of  Phase  II.     Those  alignments  or  modes  still  remain- 
ing will  be  combined  into  service  packages  for  detailed  analysis  of  rider- 
ship,  environmental  impact,  construction  costs  and  staging,  etc.     An 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  will  then  be  developed  for  all  viable  al- 
ternatives .    A  public  hearing  on  the  preferred  transit  system  will  subse- 
quently be  held. 
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TABLE    10.8 

SUMMARY     OF     RECOMMENDED     ALTERNATIVES 


Zone 

of 

Service 

Impacted 
Area 

Alignment 

(Routes) 

Mode  (Vehicle  Type) 

Remarks 

BUS 

Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

LIGHT  RAIL 
VEHICLE 
Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

RAILROAD 

Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

RAPID 
TRANSIT 
Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

Destination 

Downtown 

Shopping 

District 

enters 
Green  Line 
at  Boylston 
or 
Huntington 

South 
Station 

Orange 

Line  at 

Ruggles 

or 

So.  Cove 

1 

South  End 
to  Dudley 
Station 

Washington 
Street 

• 

• 

•  loses  transit  service  as 
Orange  Line  is  relocated 

■  Washington  St.  most 
feasible  — wide  and 
centrally  located  in  zone 

2 

Dudley  Sq. 
Grove  Hall 
Mt,  Bovvdoin 
Uphams 
Corner 

Blue  Hill 
Avenue 

• 

* 

•  limited  right  of  way 

•  centrally  located  in  zone 

•  opportunities  for 
development 

Warren 
Street 

* 

* 

Midland 
Railroad 

* 

• 

■  exclusive  grade-separated 
•  lower  cost 

Seaver- 
Columbus 

• 

•  provides  crosstown  service 

3 

Franklin 

Field 

Mattapan 

Blue  Hill 
Avenue 

•k 

• 

■     ■.■:■■:::•:,■ 

■  stimulates  business  area 

Midland 
Railroad 

• 

* 

■  exclusive  grade-separated 

■  lower  cost 

•  centrally  located  in  zone 

Talbot 
Avenue 

• 

•  provides  crosstown  service 

4 

Northeastern 
University 

Dudley  Sq. 

Uphams 
Comer 

Columbia  Pt. 

Crosstown  St. 
Wash.  St. 
Dudley  St. 
Columbia  Pt. 

• 

• 

lil;i||li|i;:; 

•  right  of  way  is  limited 
■  generates  greatest  number 
of  new  transit  riders 

*^    Recommended  Transit  Segments 
liiisj    Segments  Not  Recommended 
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TABLE    10.9 

SUMMARY     OF     DROPPED     ALTERNATIVES 


Stage  in  Phase  I 
Technology  Analysis 


Prior  to  analysis  of 
generalized  alternatives 


After  analysis  of 
generalized  alternatives 


After  analysis  of 
specific  alternatives 


Alternative  Dropped 
Mode  Alignment 


PRT 
Dual-Mode 

Monorail 

All  modes  on 
elevated  structure 


Report 
Reference 
(Page)* 

7.13 
7.14 
7„  14 
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Busway  in  tunnel 

-- 

9.  7 

Busway 

Midland  RR 

9.  7 

Light  rail  in  tunnel 

— 

9.16 

Exclusive  curb  bus 

— 

9.17 

lane 

Light  rail  in  street 

— 

9.20 

traffic 

Rapid  transit 

Midland  RR  north 

9.19 

Light  rail 


of  Uphams  Corner 
Midland  RR  -  north 
of  Uphams  Corner 


Rapid  transit 

All  alignments 

10.4 

Light  rail 

Washington-Seaver 

10.11 

Light  rail 

Columbia  Road 

10.11 

The  page  shown  indicates  the  location  where  the  reasons  for  not  recom- 
mending the  alternative  for  further  analysis  in  Phase  II  are  discussed. 
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APPENDIX  A:  MINUTES  OF  MEETINGS  AND 

COMMUNITY  COMMENTS 


PROJECT    WORKING  COMMITTEE    MEETINGS 

Page  Date  Location 

A.  2              April  5  Site  Office,  Roxbury 

A. 7               May  10  Site  Office,  Roxbury 


A.  13  May  24  Site  Office,  Roxbury 

A.  18  June  28  Charles  Drew  Family  Life 

Center,  Grove  Hall 

A.  22  July  26  Roxbury  Multi-Service 

Center,  Roxbury 


A. 28  September  14  Shelburne Recreation  Center, 

Roxbury 

A. 34  October  26       Boston  City  Hospital 

South  End 


Major  Agenda  Item 

Identification  of  Transit 
Alternatives 

Talks  by  Sec'y  of  Trans- 
portation Frederick  Salvuccl 
and  BRA  Director  Robert  Walsh 

Generalized  Alternatives 

Analysis  of  Current  Transit 
Service 

Selection  of  Alternatives  for 
Analyzing  Transit  Rider  Survey 
Results;    Short-Term  Improvements 

Update  on  Transit  Alternatives, 
Short-Term  Improvements 

Phase  I  Recommendations 


A.  4  5  January  31,      Prince  Hall  Masonic  Lodge 

1978  Grove  Hall 


Phase  I  Report,  Phase  II 
Recommendations 


Note:    PWC  meetings  held  in  March,   1977  were  Introductory,  and 
comprehensive  notes  were  not  published. 


A. 55  MINUTES     OF    PROJECT    COORDINATION    MEETINGS 


A. 105        COMMENTS    ON     PHASE     I    RECOMMENDATIONS 


A.l 


WORKING  COMMITTEE 
MINUTES  OF  MEETING  NO.  1 

DATE:  April  5,  1977 

PLACE:  90  Warren  Street,  Site  Office 

TIME:  7:35  to  10:15  P.M. 

PRESENT:  Please  see  attached 


r 


1.  Peter  Calcaterra  began  the  meeting  by  Introducing  himself  and  having 
everyone  attending  introduce  themselves  and  their  agency  affiliation  or 
neighborhood . 

2.  Peter  went  on  to  indicate  that  the  project  would  lead  to  an  evaluation  of 
a  series  of  alternatives.     He  briefly  described  the  scope  of  the  study. 

3.  During  the  project  description  a  question  was  raised  about  the  definition 
of  "fixed  guideway" .     Peter  indicated  that  it  referred  to  a  trolley  line  or 
other  rail  transit  vehicle.     It  was  indicated  during  the  discussion  that 
the  study  would  develop  five  to  six  alternatives  in  Phase  I  which  would 
then  be  narrowed  down  to  a  preferred  alternative  in  Phase  II.     Peter  in- 
dicated that  the  preferred  alternative  might  be  a  package  of  more  than  one 
improvement. 

4.  Another  technical  term  used  during  the  discussion,  unfamiliar  to  some 

of  the  participants,  was  "modes" .     The  definition  given  for  this  term  was 
the  various  ways  people  travel,  by  bus,  trolley,  train,  subway,  etc. 

5 .  Alf  Howard  of  the  BRA  raised  the  question  about  the  dollar  commitment 
that  is  available  for  construction  of  the  final  solution  that  the  Study  de- 
velops.    He  indicated  that  $25  million  was  allocated  for  the  South  End 
portion,  which  was  based  on  a  light-rail  surface  vehicle  operation.    He 
indicated  that  $125  million  is  allocated  for  the  Dorchester/Mattapan/ 
Roxbury  replacement  construction.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  this 
funding  comes  from  the  area's  Program  for  Mass  Transportation  (PMT) 
which  estimated  total  money  estimated  for  the  area's  transport  needs 
but  was  not  necessarily  a  commitment. 

6.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  discussed  Interstate  Transfer  funds  in  relation  to  the 
project.     He  stated  that  we  may  or  may  not  use  that  money  for  the 
ultimate  construction  of  the  project  and  that  other  funds  may  be  used 
in  lieu  of  those  funds. 
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7.  Bill  Kuttner  suggested  that  the  Committee  might  look  at  innovative  systems 
because  of  the  orientation  of  grant  moneys  that  are  available.     He  gave 
an  example  of  Personal  Rapid  Transit  vehicles  (PRT)  as  one  possibility 

for  a  demonstration  grant  application. 

8.  One  of  the  Committee  members  asked  that  a  definition  for  PRT  be  given. 
The  definition  given  was  of  a  small  vehicle  carrying  4-8  people  that  would 
give  more  personalized  service  than  typical  mass  transit. 

9.  Dee  Prim  referred  to  a  letter  from  Governor  Sargent's  administration  which 
gave  a  commitment  to  the  community  to  tear  down  the  elevated  line  and 
replace  it  with  something  better. 

10.  This  generated  a  discussion  about  the  need  for  a  governmental  pronounce- 
ment to  get  people  to  understand  the  importance  of  the  Study.     It  was 
suggested  that  the  Governor  or  at  least  Secretary  Salvucci  make  a  state- 
ment emphasizing  the  importance  of  the  Study.     This  would  not  only  add 
credibility  to  the  Study  but  also  would  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Community  Liaison  Team  and  the  Working  Committee. 

If  the  Press  covered  the  Governor's  statement,  then  the  people  would 
become  aware  of  the  project.     The  possibility  of  Mr.  Salvucci  or  Mr. 
Kiley  making  a  statement  was  also  discussed.      Sue  Ciippinger  of  the 
Mayor's  office  said  that  there  was  no  mention  of  Replacement  Service 
in  a  recent  press  release  concerning  the  MBTA's  plans. 

11.  There  was  a  general  discussion  about  the  concern  that  the  elevated 
might  be  torn  down  before  a  superior  replacement  service  is  in  operation. 
There  was  a  request  from  community  representatives  that  a  high  official 
state  that  this  will  not  happen. 

12.  One  of  the  Committee  members  made  a  statement  that  there  may  be 
problems  getting  people  to  the  meetings  until  5-6  alternatives  have 
been  derived  for  them  to  respond  to. 

13.  There  was  a  discussion  of  weekly  coordination  meetings  to  be  held  at 
the  90  Warren  Street  office.     The  community  will  be  invited  to  partici- 
pate in  these  meetings,  which  will  include  representatives  from  the 
MBTA  and  members  of  the  Consultant  Team.     There  was  general  dis- 
cussion about  the  best  time  to  hold  these  meetings.     Dee  Prim  in- 
dicated that  Fridays  may  be  a  problem  for  some  agency  heads  who 

try  to  resolve  some  questions  toward  the  end  of  the  week.     It  was 
suggested  that  community  concerns  would  be  discussed  at  the  first 
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part  of  the  meeting ,  so  that  any  persons  attending  from  the  community 
could  leave  early  if  they  had  to  go  to  work.     It  was  decided  that  the 
meetings  will  be  held  tentatively  at  8:30  on  Friday  mornings.     Clark 
Frazier  indicated  that  he  felt  that  having  these  meetings  open  was  very 
Important  and  had  been  successful  in  earlier  Community  Liaison  pro- 
cesses in  the  South  End  studying  Tremont  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue. 

14.  The  Project  Working  Committee  was  defined  as  the  MBTA,  the  Con- 
sultant Team  and  whoever  shows  up  from  the  community  and  other 
agencies.     There  was  some  concern  about  the  lack  of  representation 
from  some  areas  at  tonight's  meeting.     The  response  was  that  we  are 
still  getting  into  the  process  and  that  an  intensive  effort  will  be  put 
forth  to  get  all  areas  involved.     The  Governor's  statement  was  again 
mentioned  as  being  an  assistance  with  that  involvement. 

15.  It  was  mentioned  that  the  Friday  coordination  meetings  will  take  the 
place  of  a  Steering  Committee. 

16.  Dee  Prim  asked  whether  there  are  enough  funds  to  hire  a  recorder  for 
the  meetings . 

r 

17.  Michael  Hawkins. indicated  his  concern  that  the  labels  on  tonight's 
meeting  handouts  are  not  clear.       "They  do  not  say  what  the  content 
of  the  material  is. " 

18.  Tony  Casendino  (CBT)  discussed  the  progress  to  date  in  contacting 
community  organizations  and  setting  up  neighborhood  meetings. 

19.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  from  the  MBTA  discussed  the  existing  MBTA  system 
in  the  area  and  how  well  it  met  the  MBTA  service  guidelines.     Ken 
noted  that  the  existing  bus  service  almost  meets  the  guidelines,  and 
yet  we  know  that  the  service  is  Inadequate.     Clark  Frazier  stated  that 
the  T  makes  the  bus  lines  too  short. 

20.  Someone  made  a  comment  that  all  maps  should  be  titled  and  dated 
clearly. 

21.  It  was  noted  that  MBTA  policy  is  a  "headway  of  a  1/2  hour  frequency." 
Some  people  indicated  confusion  as  to  what  this  meant. 

22.  A  Committee  member  asked  what  the  MBTA's  bus  shelter  guidelines 
were.     Ken  responded  that  there  were  no  strict  guidelines  but  that  bus 
shelters  were  related  to  a  relationship  between  waiting  time  and  the 
number  of  people  using  each  line. 
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23.  It  was  noted  that  an  MBTA  Operations  person  should  be  present  at  all 
Working  meetings .     Someone  from  Operations  had  been  invited  to  this 
first  meeting  and  was  unable  to  attend  because  of  a  last  minute  emer- 
gency. 

24.  Ken  noted  that  the  MBTA  begins  with  a  design  for  service  as  they  think 
it  is  required,  tests  it  for  6  months,  and  then  Increases  or  decreases 
the  service  based  on  the  demand. 

25.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  described  2  extreme  solutions  to  the  area  problem  in 
order  to  develop  responses  from  the  community  and  indicate  the  range 
of  selection.     One  extreme  was  complete  radial  and  the  other  com- 
plete circumferential  service. 

26.  Clark  Frazier  indicated  an  alternative  solution  might  be  4  radiating 
lines  from  Dudley  Station. 

27.  Sue  Clippinger  asked:  "How  can  we  discuss  solutions  without  first 
getting  the  needs  of  the  people?  We  need  a  map  that  shows  where 
people  want  to  go . " 

28.  A  Committee  member  indicated  that  we  need  a  map  that  shows  where 
r  jobs  are,  even  out  into  the  suburban  areas  surrounding  Boston. 

29.  Clark  Frazier  proposed  a  network  connecting  centers  such  as  Dudley, 
Mattapan,  etc.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  Indicated  there  might  be  a  con- 
flict with  the  idea,  if  main  crossstreets  do  not  go  through  these 
centers. 

30.  There  was  a  general  discussion  of  "the  base  case. "     There  seemed 

to  be  considerable  confusion  about  the  definition  for  the  "base  case.  " 

31.  Dee  Prim  indicated  a  concern  that  in  Ken  Kruckemeyer' s  presentation, 
he  went  directly  into  a  discussion  of  bus  line  proposals  without  first 
getting  community  feedback.     Ken's  response  was  that  he  wanted  to 
come  up  with  a  way  of  showing  some  alternatives. 

32.  Dee  Prim  asked  if  posters  might  be  put  up  in  the  transit  stations  and 
in  the  transit  cars  themselves  to  inform  people  about  the  Study.     It 
was  indicated  that  this  idea  would  be  pursued  but  that  posters  must 
be  printed  by  a  union  shop. 

33 .  It  was  also  suggested  that  as  new  timetables  were  Issued  for  the  area 
buslines,  there  be  an  announcement  about  the  Study  printed  on  them. 
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ATTENDANCE 

Address 

Phone 

Affiliation 

i 

Name 

i 

Leon  V.  Jacklin 

87  Hollingsworth,  Mattapan 

722-4300 

BRA-TPD 

i 

x411 

Norman  Stembridge 

20  Alpine  St. 

Work:  734- 
4780 

Citizen 

i 

427-4053 

Dee  Primm 

44  Highland  St. 

427-0035 
427-2197 

SWCC 

i 

Bob  Young 

Lena  Park 

288-4900 

SWCC 

Jim  Baecker 

City  Hall 

722-4300 

BRA 

Bill  Kuttner 

14  Alleghany,  Roxbury 

442-5316 

MIT 

■ 

Alfred  Howard 

City  Hall 

722-4300 

BRA 

I 

Roy  Bishop 

12  Harley  St. ,  Ashmont  Hill 
Dorchester  02124 

722-4300 

BRA 

1 

Rod  Parker 

306  Dartmouth  St.,  Boston 

262-4354 

CBT 

Yong  Chang 

27  School  St. ,  Boston 

523-3410 

CTPS 

Paul  Porell 

City  Hall 

722-4300 

BRA 

1 

Paul  Thorn 

850  Boylston  St.,  Brookline 

731-1550 

TAMS 

Michael  Hawkins 

27  Dudley  St.,  Roxbury 

427-0035 

SWCC 

Calvin  Dixon 

716  Parker  St.  ,  Roxbury 

427-5561 

New  Life  Churg 

Cecil  Hansel 

34  Williams  St. 

427-0169 

Hansel  & 
Johnson 

Bruce  Boiling 

F.  F.  Little  City  Hall 

287-0172 

City  Hall 

Pat  Brennan 

850  Boylston  St.,  Brookline 

731-1550 

TAMS 

Peter  H.  Smith 

306  Dartmouth  St.,  Boston 

427-7060 

CBT 

Peter  A.  Fine 

92  Waltham  St. 

426-5876 

8  Streets  As 

sol 

Clark  Frazier 

29  Union  Park 

482-2148 

SECOT 

David  Rauam 

38  Dwight  St. 

426-3609 

8  Streets  As 

soc 

John  Brown 

31  State  St. ,  Boston 

742-1930 

JBA 

Dick  Tilles 

850  Boylston  St.,  Brookline     • 

731-1550 

TAMS 

Rick  Grey 

90  Warren  St. ,  Roxbury 

440-8090 

GRDC 

Peter  Calcaterra 

131  Clarendon  St. 

722-5834 

MBTA 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

131  Clarendon  St. 

722-5834 

MBTA 

i 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMT-IITTEE  MEETING 


DATE:   May  10,  1977 

TIME:   7:45  PM  to  10:15  PM 

PLACE:   90  Warren  Street  Site  Office 


mom 


PRESENT: 


Please  see  attached  list. 


1)  Tony  Pan«^aro,  MBTA  Manager  of  Southwest  Corridor  Development,  began 
the  meeting  by  summarizing  the  importance  of  the  study  and  the 
emphasis  placed  on  it  by  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation 
Authority. 

2)  Tony  introduced  Robert  Walsh,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  Direc- 
tor.  Mr.  Walsh  emphasized  the  importance  of  the  study  to  future 
development  in  the  study  area  and  described  the  coordinating  role 
the  BRA  would  play  in  the  development  area.   Mr.  Walsh  invited 
questions  from  the  audience. 


3) 


A  community  resident  asked  Mr.  Walsh  what  role  the  BRA  would  play 
assisting  development  in  the  area.   Specifically,  the  questioner 
wanted  to  know  whether  the  BRA  would  assist  in  financing  businesses. 
The  reply  was  that  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Improvements  and  other  city 
projects  in  the  area  would  be  coordinated  so  as  to  have  a  major  im- 
pact on  development. 

4)  Hugh  Bunte  from  Grassroots  in  Dorchester  asked  what  type  of  transit 
the  study  was  considering.   The  three  generalized  route  alignments 
were  pointed  out,  and  it  was  explained  that  the  alternatives  would 
be  discussed  in  detail  later  in  the  evening. 

5)  Lavinia  Underwood  from  Police  Communications  indicated  her  concern 
that  the  Orange  Line  was  moved  further  away  from  certain  areas. 

She  stated  that  the  existing  Orange  Line  is  "faithful"  and  that  the 
community  is  aware  that  the  Replacement  service  and  improvements 
are  most  likely  to  be  implemented  and  maintained  if  they  serve  areas 
in  addition  to  the  study  area. 

6)  Percy  Wilson,  Roxbury  Multi-Service  Center  (RMSC) ,  asked  what  part 
the  BRA  will  play  in  the  study.   Mr.  Walsh  responded  that  the  BRA 

is  represented  at  most  major  meetings  and  that  they  will  continue  to 
be  involved  in  the  study  and  coordinate  city  agencies. 

7)  Dee  Primm  asked  about  the  BRA's  commitment  to  upgrading  Dudley 
Square  and  Egelston  Square,  recycling  buildings,  and  maintenance 
of  open  space. 
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7)  Mr.  Walsh's  response  was  that  the  BRA  was  currently  working  with 
the  Dudley  Square  Merchants.   Recycling  of  any  older  buildings  is 
only  possible  when  a  feasible  use  is  identified.  He  said  mainten- 
ance of  open  space  is  a  Park  and  Recreation  responsibility.   He 
indicated  that  this  maintenance  item  was  of  concern  to  the  BRA. 

8)  Mike  Hawkins  from  SWCC  stated  that  if  people  from  the  BRA  are  spec- 
ifically designated  for  the  study,  they  should  go  to  community  organ- 
ization meetings  in  order  to  hear  the  needs  of  the  community. 

9)  Percy  Wilson  indicated  that  some  people's  "fantasy"  is  that  the 
inner  City  is  being  revitalized  for  those  people  who  are  to  come 
here  as  opposed  to  those  people  who  are  here,  i.e.  the  South  End 
situation. 

10)  Elbert  Bishop,  SWCC,  proposed  that  the  BRA  give  progress  reports 
on  city  initiated  improvements.   He  suggested  that  this  be  an 
agenda  item  for  each  future  meeting. 

11)  Clark  Frazier,  SECOT,  asked  how  the  South  End  Renewal  Project  is 
going  to  get  completed.   Mr.  Walsh  answered  that  he  did  not  know 
in  detail  how  that  was  going  to  be  accomplished,  but  indicated 
strongly  that  it  had  to  be  done. 

12)  Another  community  resident  indicated  that  he  lived  in  Dorchester 
and  that  he  had  heard  no  discussion  except  Dudley  Station  and  the 
South  End.   It  waa  made  clear  that  the  study  was  to  include  Dor- 
chester and  Mattapan  as  well. 

13)  Ken  Cottman  from  Community  Betterment  Association  (CBA)  indicated 
that  the  transportation  system  south  of  Dudley  Street  Station  is 
bad.   Tony  Pangaro  responded  that  the  purpose  of  the  study  was  to 
suggest  improvements  to  that  part  of  the  system. 

14)  Tony  Pangaro  introduced  State  Secretary  of  Transportation,  Fredrick 
Salvucci.   Mr.  Salvucci  stated  that  the  existing  Orange  Line  does 
not  serve  the  groups  impacted  by  this  study  very  well.   The  stops 
are  too  far  apart;  therefore,  supplementary  busses  are  required. 

He  emphasized  the  need  for  a  broad  constituency  for  the  study.   He 
said  we  have  to  accomplish  a  high  degree  of  community  agreement; 
otherwise  we  will  not  get  Federal  funds  for  any  improved  services. 
Secretary  Salvucci  stated  that  a  goal  was  to  improve  the  existing 
service  now,  so  that  people  will  not  be  discouraged  and  will  feel 
that  coming  to  these  meetings  is  worthwhile. 

15)  Dee  Primm  asked  if  it  were  likely  that  there  will  be  a  combination 
of  new  transit  systems  proposed,  as  opposed  to  a  single  route. 
Secretary  Salvucci  made  it  clear  that  this  was  a  clear  possibility. 
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16)  Bill  Kuttner,  a  Roxbury  resident  indicated  his  hope  that  the 
MBTA  would  realize  that  even  though  there  may  be  no  controversial 
issue,  we  should  still  be  able  to  get  a  coininunity  consensus. 

17)  Another  member  of  the  community  indicated  that  the  residents 
did  not  know  enough  to  propose  transportation  systems,  "we 
are  not  experts." 

The  speaker  stated  "you  have  to  come  up  with  something  for  us  to 
look  at" .   It  was  indicated  that  the  consultants  had  developed 
some  proposals  and  that  they  would  be  discussed  in  the  meeting. 

18)  Elbert  Bishop  asked  Secretary  Salvucci  if  he  had  preferred 
alignment  based  on  cost  and  how  he  strategized  his  dealings  with 
Washington  to  get  funds. 

Fred  Salvucci  responded  that  his  personal  preference  had  been  for 
the  Midland  Branch  alignment,  however,  he  stated  that  it  was  just 
a  "hunch".   He  said  that  he  had  not  ruled  out  others,  and  was 
looking  for  something  we  all  can  agree  on  and  did  not  want  to 
waste  time  if  people  cannot  agree.   He  indicated  that  he  was 
optimistic  about  the  results  of  the  study. 

19)  Dee  Primm  indicated  that  her  understanding  was  that  the  difference 
between  the  weekly  Friday  morning  coordinating  committee  meetings 
and  the  monthly  evening  Proiect  Working  Committee  meetings  was 
that  the  Project  Working  Committee  meetings  were  for  consensus 

^-  decisions  and  the  Coordinating  Committee  Friday  meetings  are  not. 

She  said  the  Coordinating  Committee  meetings  also  include  community 
participation. 

Peter  Calcaterra  indicated  that  this  is  the  correct  interpretation 
of  both  meetings. 

20)  Nancy  Crockett,  a  resident  indicated  that  all  the  community  wanted 
to  know  was  if  it  could  get  what  it  wanted  and  how  can  it  get  it. 
She  indicated  having  the  current  study  seems  to  be  studying  the 
problem  to  death.   Nancy  Crockett  asked  Secretary  Salvucci  if  the 
study  was  to  determine  if  the  plan  that  the  community  has  approved 
earlier  could  be  accomplished.   Secretary  Salvucci  said  it  could  be 
described  that  way,  that  it  had  to  define  the  proposed  solution 
better. 

21)  Gloria  Fox  indicated  that  she  did  not  feel  comfortable  with  the 
decision  process.   Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  was  an  important 
item  and  that  should  be  discussed. 

22) .  Peter  indicated  that  the  meeting  was  behind  schedule  and  suggested 
that  the  agenda  be  revised  to  cover  only  the  following  four  items. 
He  suggested  that  the  committee  deal  with  the  uncomfortableness 
discussed  earlier  by  Gloria;  Date  of  the  next  meeting;  any  remarks 
Senator  Owens  might  like  to  make;  and  then  a  brief  summary  of  the 
,^"  handouts  that  everyone  received  earlier  in  the  meeting. 
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23)  After  some  discussion  about  conflicts  on  Wednesday  and  Tuesday 
evenings  it  was  decided  that  the  next  meeting  would  be  at  7; 30 
on  May  24  at  90  Warren  Street. 

24)  Elbert  Bishop  indicated  that  the  1st  item  on  the  next  agenda 
should  be  short  so  that  the  meeting  could  get  into  the  work  done 
by  the  consultants  to  date  quickly. 

25)  Clark  Frazier  indicated  that  community  participants  should  bring 
forth  all  transportation  alternatives  that  they  wanted  to  have 
looked  at  as  early  as  possible  in  the  study. 


I 

! 
I 
I 
I 

26)  Mike  Hawkins  called  for  a  tightly  run  meeting  in  the  future,  ^ 
indicating  that  this  evening  questions  seemed  too  random.  I 

27)  pick  Tilles  from  TAMS  presented  a  summary  of  all  the  materials 
in  the  meeting  hand  out. 

28)  Dee  Primm  asked  why  the  Committee  was  looking  at  Generalized 
Alignment  C  (crosstown)  since  it  was  her  understanding  that 
another  study  was  going  on  that  would  be  looking  at  that  area. 
It  was  indicated  this  (circumferential)  study  was  not  duplicating 
the  work  involved  in  the  analysis  of  the  area,  but  that  the 
studies  were  complimentary. 

29)  Dee  Primra  asked  whether  Alignment  C  would  be  a  trunk  branch  of 
the  relocated  Orange  Line  and  if  a  "light  rail"  system  was  in- 
dicated.  Dick  Tilles  indicated  that  Alignment  C  might  be  a  trunk 
branch  and  that  light  rail  was  proposed  so  there  could  be  a  direct 
connection  into  the  downtown  Green  Line  subway  system. 

Dee  Primm  asked  whether  the  trackless  trolley  would  be  less  costly 
in  terms  of  maintenance  over  a  long  period  of  time.   Dick  Tilles 
indicated  that  there  are  too  many  variables  to  determine  this  at 
the  present  time. 

30)  Gloria  Fox  asked  if  the  current  problem  with  the  Huntington  Avenue 
line  was  indicated  in  the  alignment  evaluation. 


31)   Clark  Frazier  stated  that  he  hoped  the  consultant  would  be  able 
to  come  up  with  a  chart  or  a  way  to  explain  that  a  Green  Line 
connection  to  the  downtown  rail  system  would  be  less  expensive 
than  a  bus  system  for  a  sufficiently  large  number  of  riders  from 
the  South  End. 


I 


32)   Dee  Primm  expressed  disappointment  that  no  one  had  the  opportunity 
to  learn  who  everyone  is  at  the  meeting.   It  was  later  suggested 
that  with  the  large  monthly  attendance,  name  tags  might  be  used. 


I 
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Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study 

Project  Working  Committee 

May  10,  1977  -  Attendance 


Name 
Elbert  Bishop 
Alpha  L.  Howze 
Ralph  Agee 
Clark  Frazier 


Address 
791  Tremont  St. 
317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 
317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 
29  Union  Park 


Charlotte  Gridiron   125  Centre  St. 
Michael  Hawkins      27  Dudley  St. 
Eugene  Foster       122  Highland  St. 
Sophia  Schymonowytsch  1205  Hyde  Park  Ave. 


H.  U.  Bunte 
Sue  Clippinger 
Bill  Kuttner 
Sam  Fuchs 
Al  Sopyla 
Yong  Chang 
Lavinia  Underwood 
Peter  Lynch 


18  Esmond  St.,  Dor. 

City  Hall,  Boston 

14  Alleghany,  Rox. 

CTPS 

CTPS 

CTPS 

6  Heston  Pk. 

MBTA,131  Clarendon  St. 


Ralph  Fitzmaurice   MBTA,131  Clarendon  St, 


Susan  Richardson 
Richard  Siegel 
John  Brown 
Perry  Wilson 
Dee  Primm 


MBTA,  50  High  St. 

31  State  St. 

31  State  St. 

317  Blue  Hill  Ave, 

44  Highland  St. 


Andrew  Jenkins,  Jr.       90   Warren   St. 
Thorn.    Payne  John  Eliot   Square 

90  WAREEN  STREET     ROXBURY,  MASSACHUSETTS 


Phone  Affiliation 
266-9779  SWCC 

427-4470  RI4SC 

427-4470  RMSC    &    SWCC 

482-2148  SECOT 

440-9099 
427-0035  SWCC 

361-6500  J. P. Citizen 

436-5915  Grass   Roots 

725-4490  Mayor's    Office 

442-5316  MIT 

523-3410        CTPA 

523-3410        CTPS 

523-3410        CTPS 

442-7714       Police  Comm. 

Relations 
722-5218        MBTA 

722-5217        MBTA 

722-5215        MBTA 

523-2215       R.  Siegel  Asso. 

742-1930        JBA 

427-4470  RMSC 

427-2197  Resident 

Frederic    R. 
Harris 
427-7060  CBT   Study    Team 

445-8393  Ist.Ch.in    Rox. 

CALL  -  427-7060 
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Name 
Peter  Calcaterra 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

Patrick  Cooke 

K.  E.  Cottman 

Carole  Ray 

Fred  Salvucci 

Roy  Bishop 

Ted  Wheaton 
David  Ransom 
Robert  A.  Lepore 
Barry  S.  Porter 
Nanci  Crockett 
Tom  Cheney 
Philbert  Daley 
Gloria  L.  Fox 
Bill  Owens 
Bernice  Walker 
Jim  Baecker 
C=  Joseph  Doyle 
Robert  Jones 
Albert  Lewis 
Vincent  H.  Farrar 

Rod  Parker 
E.R.  Caston 

Jon  Posey 

Peter  H.  Smith 


Address 
131  Clarendon  St. 

131  Clarendon  St. 

21  Thornley  St. 

10  Shafter  St. 

J.F.K.  Bldg. 

Transportation 

17  Harley  St. ,  Dor. 

Mattapan  Neighborhood 

38  Dwight  St. 

TAMS 

850  Boylston  St.  Brklne, 

14  School  St.  Dorch. 

58  Tolman  St.  Dorch. 

105  Hazelton  St.  Mat. 

2249  Washington  St. 

State  Senate 

725  Tremont  St.  #511 

City  Hall   02110 

175  School  St.  Rox. 

791  Tremont  St.  E514 

Mattapan  Neighborhood 

30  Vesta  Road  Dorch. 

306  Dartmouth  St. 
81  Fort  Ave 

18  Highland  Pk.  Ave. 
90  Warren  St. 


Phone 

Affiliation 

722-5834 

MBTA 

722-5834 

MBTA 

282-0707 

CBT 

282-7577 

CBC 

223-5715 

Cong.    J.J. 

Moakley 

727-7683 

State 

722-4300, 

Dir.,    Neighbor- 

X.   289 

hood   Planning, 

BRA 

361-5621 

426-3609 

8   Streets 

731-1550 

731-1550 

TAMS 

440-9800 

442-5900 
727-8934 
536-1156 
722-4300 
524-4236 
536-0036 
298-8798 


262-4354 


I 
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Rox.  A.P.A.C. 
State  Senate 

BRA 
Legislature 


Anthony  Casendino    306  Dartmouth  St. 

A.  12 


727-7060 
262-4354 


Grass  Roots 
Community  Pro- 
gram 

CBT 

Rox.  Highlands 
Ne  ighbor hood 
Assoc. 

Rox-  Highlands  | 
Neighborhood 
Assoc.  -. 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETING 


DATE:  May  24,  1977 

PLACE:  90  Warren  Street 

TIME:  7:40  P.M.  to  10:15  P.M. 

PRESENT:  Please  see  attached 


mmm 


1.  Peter  Calcaterra  discussed  decision  making  process  of 
the  study. 

2.  Dick  Tilles  described  the  current  status  of  the  study 
and  the  three  generalized  alignments,  referring  to  wall 
maps . 

3.  Alfred  Howard  of  the  BRA  asked  if  potential  transporta- 
tion investments  would  be  evaluated  based  on  the  economic 
impact  on  the  area  served.   Dick  Tilles  agreed  and  iden- 
tified an  example  of  this. 

4.  Dick  Tilles  discussed  the  "Preliminary  Evaluation  Chart." 

5.  Larry  Jones  asked  what  the  cost  figures  referred  to. 
Dick's  response  was  that  the  cost  was  for  total  align- 
ment. 

6.  Laury  Kennedy  asked  if  the  number  of  stations  was  calcu- 
lated for  each  alignment.   Dick  stated  that  the  assumed 
station  spacings  were  the  same  as  in  similar  MBTA  systems. 
Specific  stations  were  not  designated  in  developing  the 
generalized  alternatives. 

7.  Clark  Frazier  was  disappointed  that  the  operating  costs 
were  included  since  the  T's  costs  included  such  items  as 
about  50%  of  the  Greenline  cars  out  of  service  thereby 
increasing  the  per  mile  service  cost. 

8.  Clark  stated  that  the  MBTA  did  not  seem  to  evaluate  ser- 
vice by  how  many  riders  were  served.   Alternatives  with 
fewest  riders  would  probably  cost  the  least. 

9.  Mr.  Smith  raised  questions  about  electrical  problems  on 
the  MBTA  system.. 

10.  A  question  was  raised  about  how  the  costs  compared  to 
the  Washington,  D.C.  subway.   Answer:   costs  are  similar 
throughout  the  country...  Costs  for  tunnel  segments  were 
based  on  the  proposed  Cambridge  Red  Line  extention. 

11.  Bill  Kuttner  said  he  was  not  concerned  with  costs  for 
their  own  siake  but  rather  whether  the  cost  figures  would 
direct  the  study  committee  to  the  proper  decision. 
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12.  Peter  Calcaterra  emphasized  that  the  committee  and  the 
T,not  the  consultant,  would  establish  the  priority  of  the 
criteria  that  would  be  used  to  select  alignments.   The 
consultant  will  generate  the  information  for  the  commit- 
tee. 

13.  Hugh  McCormack  said  the  community  doesn't  want  to  hear 
about  costs.   They  want  to  hear  about  service. 

14.  Mike  Hawkins  said  it  was  important  for  everyone  to  have 
the  cost  information,  but  that  the  service  criteria  should 
be  emphasized. 

15.  Dick  Tilles  described  each  option  examined  in  each  align- 
ment. 

16.  Bill  Kuttner  asked  whether  with  identical  sized  fleets 
of  light  rail  vehicles  vs.  buses  the  service  would  be 
equal. 

17.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  given  the  same  number  of  people  on 
any  given  line  you  will  need  fewer  light  rail  vehicles 
than  if  you  are  using  buses. 

18.  Mike  Hawkins  asked  that  the  total  annual  cost  column  on 
the  chart  be  clarified.   Dick  explained  that  the  expected 
system  life  was  used  to  determine  the  annual  cost. 

19.  There  was  consensus  that  too  much  time  had  been  spent  at 
the  meeting  discussing  costs  and  that  the  presentation 
should  proceed  without  further  interruption. 

20.  Paul  Porell  asked  if  the  study  would  be  looking  at  com- 
muter rail  types  other  than  a  (self-propelled)  Budd  car, 
such  as  dual  mode  vehicles.   Dick  said  that  other  types 
would  be  studied. 

21.  Dick  Tilles  said  that  the  major  advantages  of  Alignment 
A.  were  that  it  is  located  in  the  corridor  of  the  existing 
elevated  line  and  that  it  serves  the  South  End,  Dudley 
and  Grove  Hall.   Dick  mentioned  that  the  main  advantage 
of  constructing  a  high  capacity  line  on  the  Midland  align- 
ment was  the  fast  completion  time  and  lower  cost.   It  is 
an  existing  alignment  and  it  is  near  areas  (Uphams  Corner 
and  others)  that  are  now  not  well  served. 

22.  Peter  Calcaterra  requested  comments  on  the  ridership 
survey  form  by  phone  or  in  person  at  the  next  regular 
Friday  morning  meeting. 

23.   Peter  Calcaterra  asked  the  committee's  opinion  for  a 

location  for  the  June  2  8th  meeting.   He  got  several  sug- 
gestions and  said  the  matter  would  be  decided  at  the 
coordinating  meeting. 
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24.   Mike  Hawkins  asked  for  discussion  about  the  process. 
He  asked  for  a  written  definition  of  "consensus." 

25.  Ralph  Agee  stated  that  the  process  should  be  what  this 
conunittee  decides.   It  should  not  be  what  some  group 
several  years  ago  decided.   This  was  in  reference  to  a 
comment  that  the  process  for  this  study  had  been  agreed 
to  by  a  community  group  some  months  ago. 

26.  Ralph  LeBeau  suggested  that  since  not  everyone  has  had  a 
chance  to  review  the  Working  Committee  procedures  that 
people  make  comments  in  writing  and  that  the  discussion 
occur  at  the  next  meeting. 

27.  Mike  Hawkins  wanted  to  make  it  clear  that  there  had  been 
no  acceptance  of  these  procedures  at  this  meeting. 

28.  Bill  Kuttner  pointed  out  that  connections  to  proposed 
systems  outside  the  area  must  be  taken  into  account  in 
the  study.   He  also  emphasized  that  multiple  mode  solu- 
tions must  be  examined. 

29.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  elaborated  on  the  sequential  process  of 
looking  at  alignments  and  then  more  detailed  studies  of 
how  specific  areas  are  affected. 

30.  Hugh  Bunte  asked  "Have  you  given  any  consideration  to 
battery  operated  vehicles  using  solar  (energy)?"  Dick 
Tilles  said,  "Not  yet,  however,  we  do  have  a  technological 
investigation  study  as  part  of  our  contract." 

31.  Sue  Richardson  discussed  the  list  of  neighborhood  issues 
compiled  by  the  consultants  from  neighborhood  meetings. 
She  said  that  hopefully  schedules  will  be  posted  within 
the  next  six  months.   She  also  mentioned  that  schedule 
control  is  a  direct  result  of  how  much  street  supervision 
is  available. 

32.  Ralph  LeBeau  stated  that  the  Forest  Hills  -  Ashmont  bus 
stops  too  early  (6  pm) .   He  wanted  to  know  if  there  would 
be  a  response  to  this  expressed  concern.   He  asked  if  he 
would  get  a  copy  of  the  request  for  information. 

33.  Mike  Hawkins  asked  if  everyone  would  get  copies  of  the 
requests  that  were  made  from  the  community  and  what  had 
been  done. 

34.  Bill  Kuttner  asked  whether  fringe  parking  would  be  studied. 
The  answer  given  was  that  potential  fringe  parking  loca- 
tions would  be  evaluated  based  on  ridership  potential  and 
community  response. 
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35.  Ralph  LeBeau  stated  his  feeling  was  that  the  connection 
to  the  Green  Line  from  alignment  B  should  not  be  given  a 
high  priority.   Ralph  stated  that  the  importance  of  align- 
ment B  is  to  get  to  the  downtown  area  and  only  secondarily 
to  connect  to  the  suburbs. 

36.  Martha  Virginia 'Farrar  wanted  more  chance  to  discuss 
immediate  problems  that  are  stated  in  section  3  (May  10 
handouts)  and  to  hear  the  MBTA's  response. 

37.  Hugh  Bunte  asked  for  a  separate  meeting  with  the (t)  to 
discuss  community  concerns.   He  said  Mattapan  to  Dudley 
service  is  bad,  people  don't  use  it  because  it  is  not 
frequent  enough,  when  it  gets  to  Dudley  it  is  crowded, and 
gt  night  security  is  lacking.   The  response  was  that  the 
t)  would  consider  setting  up  community  meetings. 


d' 


The  following  are  answers  to  written  questions  received  at  the 
May  24  meeting: 

1.  What  ridership  is  expected  for  alignments  A,B  &  C? 

Answer ;   Ridership  forecasts  will  be  made  later  by  the  Central  Transportation 
Planning  Ptaff  in  one  to  three  months, 

2.  Are  fringe  parking  lots  being  planned  for  the  outer  ends  of  A  and/or  E 

Answer:   Fringe  parking  will  be  considered  for  all  terminal  points  and  eval- 
uated on  the  basis  of  access  to  highways,  land  availability  impact  on 
the  local  community,  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
restrictions  on  parking. 

3.  Will  alignment  C  connect  Red  Line  with  Orange  and  Green? 

Answer;   ihe  cost  estimates  for  alignment  C  were  based  on  running  frc^m 

Ruggles  Station  on  the  Orange  Line  to  Uphams  Corner.   However,  we  will 
investigate  the  possibility  of  connecting  with  both  Green  and 
Red  Lines  along  this  general  alignment. 

4.  What  general  traffic  plans  are  being  discussed  for  the  downtown 
terminals  of  A  &  B? 

Answer:   Details  have  not  yet  been  worked  out  for  downtown  terminals.   How- 
ever, all  alternatives  will  almost  certainly  be  branches  of  or 
provide  a  transfer  to  existing  MBTA  services. 

5.  What  are  the  arguments  against  having  both  A  and  B,  plus  C? 

Answer ;   Ridership  and  other  considerations  may  not  warrant  all  three  of  the   ^ 
generalized  alignments.   However,  various  combinations  of  the  al- 
ignments will  be  investigated  and  evaluated  during  the  course  of  tl 
study. 
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Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study 

Project  Working  Committee 

May  24,  1977  -  Attendance 


Name 

Yong  Chang 
Charlotte  Gridiron 
Robert  Lepore 
Barry  Porter 
Peter  Calcaterra 
Peter  Smith 
Anthony  Casendino 
Cecil  Hansel 
Laury  Kennedy 
Ken  Kruckemeyer 
Paul  Porell 
Dana  Nottingham 
Andrew  Jenkins 
Roberta  Saunders 
Alfred  Howard 
Duane  Polk 
A.C.  Young 
Larry  Jones 
Susan  Richardson 
Hugh  McCormack 
Michael  Hawkins 
Bill  Kuttner 
Dennis  O'Brien 
Paul  Kohler 
Marjorie  Perry 
Ralph  Agee 
Gwen  Simmons 
Lillie  Morris 
Virginia  Farrar 
Jack  Wilkins  Jr. 
J.  Nathaniel  Haileiy 
Thorn. Payne 
Hugh  Bunte 
Vincent  Farrar 
King  Harvey 
Luther  Allen 
Clark  Frazier 
Rod  Parker 
Earl  Moore 
C.  J.  LeBeau 
Ralph  Fitzmaurice 
Peter  Lynch 
Sue  Clippinger 
Donald  Roach 
Ralph  LeBeau 
Marie  Faria 
Sam  Fuchs 
L.  V.  Randolph 
Gloria  Fox 
Dee  Prim 
Dick  Tilles 


Address 

27  School  Street 
125  Centre  St. 
850  Boylston  St. 
850  Boylston  St. 
131  Clarendon  St. 
90  Warren  St. 
90  Warren  St. 
34  Williams  St. 
108  Pembroke  St. 
131  Clarendon  St. 
City  Hall 
65  Winthrop  St. 
90  Warren  St. 
Lena  Park 
City  Hall 
77  Codman  Pk 
150  Townsend  St. 
135  W.  Newton  St. 
50  High  St. 
20  Rosemary  St. 
27  Dudley  St. 
14  Allegheny  St. 
27  Dudley  St, 
58  Boylston  St. 
53  Kingsdale  St. 
317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 
90  Warren  St. 

26  Vesta  Road 
30  Vesta  Road 
20  Merely  St. 
22  Sussex  St. 

1st  Church  of  Rox. 

18  Esdmond  St. 

30  Vesta  Road 

31  State  St. 

19  Tennis  Rd . 
2  9  Union  Pk . 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

20  Morley  St. 
17  Lambert  St. 
50  High  St. 

50  High  St. 
Boston  City  Hall 
30  Mallon  Rd . 
Boston  City  Hall 

27  School  St. 

2249  Washington  St. 
44  Highland  St. 
850  Boylston  St. 


Affiliation 


Phone 


CTPS 

523-3410 

Centre  St.  Block. 

440-9099 

TAMS 

731-1550 

TAMS 

731-1550 

Boston  (t) 

722-5834 

Roxbury/CBT 

427-7060 

Roxbury/CBT 

427-7060 

Roxbury/Equity  Des. 

427-0169 

S.E. Historic  Soc. 

353-0181 

S.W.  Corridor 

722-5834 

BRA --Trans. 

722-4300 

W.F.E.M. 

864-3500 

Study  Team 

427-7060 

Amer.  Leg.  Hwy. 

288-4900 

BRA 

722-4300 

Resident 

442-3780 

Blkstn  Sq  Comm  Sch 

262-2190 

Mayor's  Office 

725-3440 

® 

722-5215 

SWCC 

522-6641 

SWCC 

427-0035 

MIT 

442-5316 

SWCC 

427-0035 

S.P. 

522-7946 

Grass  Roots  Comm. 

825-9388 

R.M.S.C. 

427-4470 

CBT/TAMS 

427-7060 

Grass  Roots 

288-4928 

Grass  Roots 

825-3505 

Resident 

442-7189 

Lower  Roxbury 

442-3044 

445-8393 

Grass  Roots 

436-5915 

Grass  Roots 

825-3505 

JBA 

742-1930 

Mannahunt 

296-3526 

SECOT 

482-2148 

CBT 

262-4354 

Resident 

442-7189 

427-5129 

MBTA 

722-5215 

MBTA 

722-5217 

Mayor's  Office 

725-4490 

BRA 

722-4300 

Resident 

CTPS 

523-3410 

G.R.D.C. 

440-8090 

Roxbury  APAC 

442-5900 

Resident 

427-2197 

TAMS 

731-1550 
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M in u t es  of  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting 


Date:   June  28,  1977 

Time:   7:30  PM  to  10:00  PM 

Place:   Charles  Drew  Family  Life  Center 

Present:   Please  see  following  list. 


mooiMi 


1.  Peter  Calcaterra  introduced  Carlos  Diaz  from  Community  Affairs  Dept, 
of  the  MBTA. 

2.  Carlos  described  the  process  for  solving  short  term  problems  in  the 
e:^isting  @  system.   The  information  developed  by  the  study  will  be 
aAalyzed  by  the  Community  Affairs  Department  with  (t) Operations  for 
PQSsible  solutions.   Potential  solutions  will  be  presented  at  the 
n^xt  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting.   In  addition  there  will  be 
neighborhood  meetings  conducted  by  the  MBTA  Community  Affairs  De- 
partment to  pinpoint  specific  problems  in  the  community. 
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E^thel  Lenox  asked  how  bus  users  are  h'btified  of  revisions  in  the 
schedule  or  route  changes.   Susan  Richardson  of  the  MBTA  Community 
Affairs  Department  replied  that  notices  are  handed  out  on  the 
individual  buses  and  notices  published  in  local  Boston  newspapers . 

Ethel  Lenox  asked  what  was  done  for  Spanish-speaking  transit 
users.   Carlos  described  the  Spanish  phone  number  and  other  ways 
the  Spanish-speaking  people  are  notified. 

Weston  Morgan  asked"  i'P  the  areas  served  by  the  buses  shown  as 

being  crowded  are  the  most  populated  areas.   Bob  Lepore  answered 

that  there  was  not  a  clear  correlation  to  high  density  populated 
areas . 

A  question  was  asked  about  the  possible  use  of  mini-buses.  Sue 
Richardson  answered  that  the  MBTA  has  tried  mini-buses  but  that 
they  have  not  worked  out  well  because  of  maintenance  problems, 
and  have  cost  about  as  much  to  operate  as  standard  size  buses. 
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9.   Sue  Richardson  noted  that  trip  frequency  has  been  increased 
for  the  following  route  numbers:   15,  22,  23,  28,  29  and  43. 

10.  Joe  McCallum  from  the  Worcester  Square  Neighborhood  Association 
noted  that  bus  -  #47,  Central  Square  to  City  Hospital  has  had 
severe  problems  with  crime  throughout  the  fffiTA  system.  "Hand- 
bags ripped  open."   Carlos  noted  that  there  are  only  20-25 @ 
Police  on  duty  at  any  given  time  throughout  the  MBTA  system. 
The  (t)  is  proposing  to  enter  into  agreement  with  local  police 
departments  so  that  the  (t) security  force  will  be  used  to  patrol 
underground  lines  and  local  police  would  aid  on  surface  lines. 

11.  Weston  Morgan  asked  if  there  is  a  law  prohibiting  standing  on 
buses.   Sue  Richardson  stated  that  she  is  aware  of  no  regula- 
tion,  (It  is  believed  that  the  DPU  limits  the  maximum  total 
number  of  passengers  in  a  bus  to  180%  of  seated  capacity.) 

12.  Mary  Longo  from  Uphams  Corner  asked  why  the  tranfers  were 
dropped.  Sue  Richardson  said  there  were  two  factors:  A)  lost 
revenue  and  B)  limited  control  over  paper  transfers.   Sue  noted 
that  there  is  a  Fare  Control  Committee  which  is  planning  to  sub- 
mit a  report  by  November  with  a  goal  of  system-wide  fare  equity. 

13.  Mrs.  Herbert,  Chairperson  of  the  Board  of  the  Charles  Drew 
Family  Life  Center,  asked  who  determines  the  location  for  bus 
stops.   Sue  Richardson  noted  that  the  Operations  Director  de- 
termines the  locations.   Mrs.  Herbert  said  she  has  a  specific, 
extremely  difficult  problem  with  a  new  bus  stop  outside  the 
Charles  Drew  Center. 

14.  Rosalyn  Horner  of  Dorchester  asked  for  information  about  what 
was  going  to  be  done  about  the  problems  with  the  additional 
trains  soon  to  start  running  on  the  Midland  Railroad  Line.  She 
mentioned  noise,  air  pollution  and  safety  were  important  con- 
cerns of  people  in  her  area. 

15.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  stated  that  welded  rail  will  be  used  on  the 
upgraded  Midland,  that  will  cut  down  substantially  the  high 
noise  level  normally  associated  with  railroad  trains,  parti- 
cularly where  there  has  been  poor  maintenance. 

16.  Joe  McCallum  asked  if  it  was  possible  to  build  an  acoustical 
wall  to  cut  down  on  the  noise.   Ken  Kruckemeyer  answered  that 
the  only  effective  wall  will  have  to  be  15  feet  high  and  can 
be  an  ugly  addition  to  backyards  and  neighborhoods.   These 
walls  would  cut  down  on  sun  and  crime  surveillance  in  any 
areas  where  they  are  installed. 

17.  A  resident  asked  if  stations  are  going  to  be  put  immediately 
on  the  upgraded  Midland  Line.   Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  no 
stations  are  planned  to  be  added  immediately,  but  that  eventually 
stations  would  be  constructed  if  the  Replacement/Transit  Improve- 
ment Study  indicated  it  was  appropriate. 

replacemenl/transit  improvement  study 
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18.  Margaret  Conner,  a  community  resident,  asked  why  the  ©  is 
going  to  bus  the  people  from  Needham,  and  why  they  are  not 
planning  to  bus  people  from  Stoughton  instead  of  using  the 
Midland  branch  railroad.   Ken  Kruckemeyer  responded  that  bus 
service  from  Franklin  and  Stoughton  would  be  more  circuitous 
than  from  Needham.   AMTRAK  must  be  run  continuously  in  any 
case. 

19.  Rosalyn  Horner  asked  why  the  elevated  line  is  being  painted  if 
it  is  going  to  be  torn  down  in  1983.   Ken  Kruckemeyer  replied 
that  the  structure  had  to  be  repaired  in  order  to  be  safe  for 
the  next  five  years. 

20.  Peter  Calcaterra  asked  for  comments  regarding  the  next  Project 
Working  Committee  meeting  date.  Tuesday  July  26  was  selected. 
Place  of  meeting  will  be  determined  during  the  next  few  weeks. 
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Feolac  entent/Transit  Improveitint  Study 
iroject  Working  Ccsmiittee 
June  28,   1977    Attendance 


Maine 

Address 

Affiliation 
SWCC 

Phone 

Michael  Hawkins 

27  Dudley  Street 

427-0035 

Peter  Calcaterra 

131  Clarendon  St. 

MBTA 

722-5834 

F.   T.   Roberta 

P.O.   Box  550 

442-2185 

Paul  Pore 11 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

Mary  Helen  Lorenz 

C.D.C.  of  Boston 

25  Ruggles  St. 

442-2114 

Jose  Perez 

C.D.C.   of  Boston 

25  Ruggles  St. 

442-2114 

Lydia  Mercado 

VIFEM 

3  Cazenove  St. 

864-3500 

Cecil  Hansel 

34  Williams  St. 

Equity  Design 

427-0169 

M/rod  Enmanuel 

305  Memorial  Dr.    Rm.    403  A 

SWCC 

Jim  Baecker 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

Karen  L.  Harr 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

Alfred  Howard 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

David  D.   Barrick 

35  Union  Park 

423-1267 

Andrew  Jenkins 

90  Warren  Street 

CBT 

427-7060 

Adua  Young 

Blacks tone  Sq.   School 

50  W.   Brookline  St. 

262-2190 

Laine  Butterworth 

682  Mass.   Ave 

Wore.   Sq.   Neigh.  Assoc. 

266-4472 

John  Brangayae 

27  Worcester  Sq. 

Wore.   Sq.   Neigh.  Assoc. 

267-6580 

Thcmas  E.   Payne 

P.O.   Box  549  Rox. 

1st  Ch.    in  Rox. 

445-8393 

Yong  Chang 

27  School  Street 

CTPS 

523-3410 

Ellen  Gordon 

27  School  Street 

CTPS 

523-4310 

Sue  Clippinger 

City  Hall 

Mayor's  Office 

725-4490 

Jaci  Hall 

538  Mass.  Ave. 

Wi'EM 

536-3419 

Weston  Morgan 

48  Woolson  St. 

C.P.A.C. 

282-2210 

Jorge  N.  Hernandez 

405  Shawmut  Ave. 

IBA 

262-1342 

George  E.   Kins 

632  Blue  Hill  Ave. 

CDFLC 

436-3000 

Susan  Richardson 

50  High  St. -4th  Fl. 

MBTA 

722-5215 

Carlos  Diaz 

50  High  St. -4th  Fl. 

MBTA 

722-5215 

George  Alieu 

131  Ckarebdib  St. 

MBTA 

722-5834 

Barry  Porter 

850  Boylston  St. 

TAMS 

731-1550 

Robert  Lepore 

850  Boylston  St. 

TAI^ 

731-4550 

J.  Mary  Longo 

62  Sawyer  Ave. 

Dorchester 

282-8293 

Beverly  M.   Hiplip 

81  Sawyer  Ave. 

Ctor Chester 

288-1858 

Margaret  Connor 

74  Sawyer  Ave. 

Dorchester 

825-8547 

Eena  Prohaska 

8  Peverell  Street 

Dorchester 

265-7583 

Alpha  L.  Howze 

RMSC 

317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 

427-4470 

Rosalind  P.  Horner 

1  Bcwdoin  Ave. 

Mt.   Bowdoin  Better. 

288-4836 

Joe  Ureneck 

2  Marlowe  St. 

Dor-Cami  News 

265-1696 

Leora  Jaeger 

50  High  St. 

MBTA 

722-5215 

Ethel  W.   Lennox 

9  Jerone  St. 

Dorchester 

265-5776 

Dick  Tilles 

850  Boylston  St. 

TAMS 

731-1550 

Phyllis  Herbert 

87  Ellington  St. 

Dorchester 

Clark  Frazuer 

29  Union  Park 

SECOT 

482-2148 

William  A.  Koelich 

23  Union  Park 

Union  Park  Neigh.  Ass. 

426-6186 

Jack  Toby 

35  Union  Park 

BHA 

482-6872 

Rod  Parker 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

262-4354 

J.  E.  Raffety 

35  Worcester  Sq. 

Wore.   Sq.  Assoc. 

247-0570 

L.  V.  Randolph 

90  Warren  St. 

GRDC 

440-8090 

Donald  Roach 

30  Mallon  Road 

Dorchester 

725-3270 

Sam  Fuchs 

CTPS,   Boston 

CTPS 

523-3410 

Joseph  McCallum 

35  Worcester  Sq. 

Wore.   Sq.   Neigh.  Assoc. 

247-0570 

Byron  Rushing 

Box  5,   Dudley  Sta. 

Mus.   of  Afro-Am.  Hist. 

445-6400 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

131  Clarendon  St. 

MBTA 

722-5834 

427-7060 

Patrick  Cooke 

90  Warren  St.   Rox. 

CBT 

Peter  Smith 

90  Warren  St.   Rox 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE 


DATE: 
TIME: 
PLACE : 
PRESENT; 


July   26,    1977 

7:45    PM   to   10:15    PM 


MM 


Roxbury  Multi-Service  Center,  317  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 
Please  see  attached  list 


1)  '  Peter  Calcaterra,  from  the  MBTA  project  office,  described  the 

purpose  and  progress  of  the  study. 

2)  Several  members  of  the  committee  discussed  the  fact  that 
previous  studies  and  transportation  documents  (BTPR,  Boston 
Transportation  Planning  Review;  PMT,  Program  for  Mass 
Transportation;  TIP,  Transportation  Improvement  Program) 
have  indicated  solutions  to  the  study  area's  transportation 
needs.   They  indicated  they  were  confused  because  the  current 
study  seems  to  be. studying  additional  solutions.   Peter 
Calcaterra  answered  that  earlier  studies  were  not  complete 

in  enough  detail  or  documented  adequately  for  an  effective 
evaluation  by  the  community  or  funding  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment.  However,  the  inclusion  of  a  project  description  and 
funding  in  these  documents  indicates  the  desire  on  the  part  of 
the  State  to  make  substantial  improvements  to  transportation 
in  this  area. 

3)  Carlos  Diaz,  from  the  MBTA's  Community  Affairs  Department, 
described  the  work  that  is  going  to  be  done  to  analyze  bus 
routes  #15,  #29,  and  #44  by  the  MBTA  Community  Affairs  Depart- 
ment with  assistance  from  the  ABCD  program. 

4)  Carlos  will  be  holding  community  meetings  during  August  to 
discuss  existing  MBTA  bus  problems  in  the  area. 

5)  Dick  Tilles,  from  the  consultant  team,  described  the  three  (3) 
generalized  alignments  chosen  from  the  study  area  and  the  eight 
(8)  specific  alternatives  which  the  team  of  consultants, 

the  MBTA  project  office,  interested  residents  and  representatives 
of  the  city  and  community  agencies  propose  be  analyzed  in  detail 
by  CTPS  and  the  consultants.   The  specific  alternatives  include 
a  range  of  alignments  -  Washington  Street,  Blue  Hill  Avenue, 
Warren  Street,  Midland  Branch  -  and  several  modes  -  light  rail 
vehicles  (trolleys),  buses,  rapid  transit  and  commuter  rail. 
A  hand-out  distributed  at  the  meeting  described  the  8  alternatives, 
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These  alternatives  have  been  selected  so  as  to  consider  as 
many  options  as  possible  and  will  be  analyzed  during  the 
the  next  two  months.   Details  of  the  analysis  will  be  pre- 
sented at  the  September  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting 
and  at  community  neighborhood  meetings. 

6)  Alfred  Mickiewicz,  from  Dorchester  Fair  Share,  expressed 
extreme  concern  about  the  trains  that  will  be  going  along 
the  Midland  line  during  the  construction  of  the  relocated 
Orange  line.   Mr.  Mickiewicz  asked  Ken  Kruckemeyer  to  come 
to  a  meeting  on  Tuesday,  August  16,  1977  at  St.  Kevin's  m 
Uphams  Corner  to  discuss  the  associated  problems  of  the 
Midland  trains. 

7)  Barbara  Rucker  from  the  SWCC,  said  that  she  thought  it  would 
be  important  tor  people  to  try  using  an  existing  light  rail 
vehicle  (LRV)  before  deciding  on  the  best  vehicle  to  recommend 
in  the  study  since  she  thinks  that  LRV's  tend  to  be  more 
crowded  than  other  vehicles.   Clark  Frazier  said  that  he 
felt  very  negatively  about  buses  and  trackless  trolleys 
for  use  in  the  South  End. 

8)  Robert  Timmerman  indicated  concern  that  a  rapid  transit  line 
would  run  less  frequently  and  therefore  provide  poorer  service. 
Dick  Tilles  indicated  that  the  pros  and  cons  of  all  the  various 
vehicle  types  will  be  dociomented  by  the  study. 

9)  Ralph  Lebeau,  BRA  Planner,  suggested  that  similar  alternatives 
be  colored  alike  in  order  to  make  selection  easier. 

10)  Dick  Tilles  described  the  ways  the  alternatives  will  be 
evaluated  by  the  working  committee.   He  reviewed  the  several 
criteria  for  evaluation  which  have  been  discussed  at  previous 
project  working  committee  meetings  and  were  included  in  the 
handout  for  the  meeting. 

11)  Ralph  Lebeau  suggested  that  the  study  should  be  very  careful 
to  measure  the  alternatives  by  the  social  benefits  to  the 
communities  involved  as  well  as  the  ways  described  by  Dick 
Tilles. 

12)  Ralph  Agee,  from  the  Roxbury  Multi-Service  Center,  said  that 
he  felt  it  is  important  to  put  weights  on  the  various  ways 
alternatives  will  be  evaluated.    The  merits  and  disadvantages 
of  a  rating  system  were  discussed.   It  was  the  general  feeling 
that  ratings  could  be  used  in  such  a  way  as  to  justify  just 
about  anything.   In  addition,  the  time  required  for  the  working 
committee  to  rate  and  weigh  each  evaluation  item  would  be 
extensive.   Peter  Calcaterra  indicated  that  the  conclusions 
about  the  alternatives  will  be  made  at  the  Project  Working 
Committee  Meetings  by  concensus  whenever  possible  or  by  vote 
if  a  concensus  were  not  clear. 
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13)  Mike  Hawkins,  SWCC,  indicated  that  an  important  issue  is 
maintenance  of  the  fence  along  the  Midland  line  for  the  safety  « 
of  the  people  living  there  during  the  time  the  60  trains  will   I 
be  running  there  while  the  relocated  Orange  line  is  being 
constructed.   Ken  Kruckemeyer  indicated  that  safety  during 

the  time  trains  run  on  the  Midland  Branch  is  the  responsibility  1 
of  Amtrak.  S 

14)  Rosalyn  Horner,  from  the  Mount  Bowdoin  Betterment  Association,  I 
asked  if  there  is  a  piece  of  the  budget  available  for  | 
safety  education  for  school  children  to  alert  them  to  the 
new  danger  caused  by  the  Midland  trains.  Ken  Kruckemeyer 
said  there  is  no  current  provision,  but  he  will  look  into 
the  possibilities. 

15)  There  was  general  .discussion  about  the  credibility  of  the 
study  and  the  role  of  the  community  in  the  decision-making 
process  vs.  the  role  of  the  MBTA.   Peter  Calcaterra,  stated 
that  community  groups  have  suggested  modifications  to  the 
process  used  in  the  Orange  Line  Relocation  EIS  which  had 
been  presented  at  earlier  Project  Working  Committee  Meetings 

for  use  in  this  study.  As  for  the  process  of  alternative  I 
evaluation  previously  discussed,  it  is  proposed  that  decisions  * 
be  made  by  concensus,  and  that  if  concensus  is  not  clear,  a  tall^ 
of  votfes.  I 

16)  The  next  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  on 
Wednesday,  September  14.   It  was  suggested  that  it  begin 
at  7:00  and  that  a  public  address  system  be  used.   The 
place  will  be  announced  later  on. 


! 


1 
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Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study 

Project  Working  Committee 

July  26,  1977  -  Attendance 


Name 


Address 


Affiliation 


Phone 


Willie  Coleman 
Gene  Wright 
Luis  Seoane 
John  Brown 
Matthew  Coogan 
Yong  B.  Chang 
Charles  J.  Calvey 

Nancy  Timmerman 
Robert  Timmerman 
Leon  Hines 
McCallister  Canada 
Craig  M.  Inge 
George  M.  Williams 
Barbara  D.  Rucker 
Michael  Hawkins 
Myron  Emanuel 
Bill  Kuttner 
Paul  Porell 

Karen  Harr 
Jimi  Vincent 
Marina  Merin 
Audrey  Jacobs 
Christine  Kukka 


92  Bird  Street 

18  Elm  Hill  Prk 

409  Dudley  St.  Roxbury 

31  State  St.  Boston 

EOTC 

27  School  Street 

34  Warren  St.  Rox. 

25  Upton  Street 
25  Upton  Street 

64  Crestwood  Park 
63  St  Richard  St. 

95  Morton  Village  Dr. 
90  Warren  St.   Rox. 
27  Dudley  St. 
27  Dudley  St. 
27  Dudley  St. 
14  Alleghany  St. 
Boston  City  Hall 

Boston  City  Hall 

65  Winthrop  St. 

2  Arien  St.  Dorch 

5  Nottingham 

2  8  Pay son  Ave,  Dor. 


Fair  Share 

Alianza  Hispana 
JBA 

CTPS 

Dudley  Term 
Merchant  Assn 


Afro  Amer, 
Museum 


GRDC 

Greater  Rox. 
Dev.  Corp. 
S.W.C.C. 

S.W.C.C. 

S.W.C.C. 

Mission  Hill 

BRA 

BRA 

WFEM 

Dorch  F.S. 

Dorchester 

Dor.  Fair  Share 


288-6614 
427-4258 
427-7175 
742-1930 
523-3410 
523-3410 
442-8181 

266-2595 

266-2595 

445-7400 

445-7400 

440-809>. 

440-8090 

442-2424 

427-0035 

427-0035 

442-5316 

722-4300 
ext248 

^22-43g0295 
864-3500 

265-52110 

825-2706 

436-6438 


Alfred  Mickiewicz    7  Whittemore  Terr.,  Dor. 


Dor.  Fair  Share   436-641. 
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Name 


Address 


Affiliation 


Phone 


Arthur  Martin 
James  Worrell 
LaMonte  Newsome 
Dan  Ocasio 

Joseph  B.  Wheeler 
Kitty  Langford 
Ken  Kruckemeyer 

Annie  Mae  Moore 
Jim  Baecker 
Alpha  Howze 
David  Kruschwitz 
Joe  Ureneck 
Rosalind  Horner 
Michael  Kirner 
Shirley  Carter 
Rick  Bohn 
L.V.  Randolph 
Ralph  Agee 
Alfred  Howard 
Barry  Porter 
Clark  Frazier 
Robert  Lepore 
Ralph  Lebeau 
Roy  E.  Neblett 
Martha  Barriere 


167  Centre  St. ,Rox. 
25  Vaughn  St. ,Dor. 
109  Packdale  St. 
131  Clarendon  Street 
64  Harold  St. 
Dudley  Station 
131  Clarendon  St. 

231  Callender  St. 

City  Hall 

317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 

2  Marlowe  St, 
1  Bowdoin  Ave. 
10  Deering  Rd. 
44  Wilcock  St. 
Boston  City  Hall 
90  Warren  St. 
317  Blue  Hill  Ave. 
City  Hall 
850  Boylston  St. 
29  Union  Park 
850  Boylston 
City  Hall 
City  Hall 
Claremont  Pk. 


F.I.R.S.T  Inc. 

427-1588 

282-6013 

Private  Cit. 

288-6869 

T  SW  Corridor 

722-5834 

United  Broker 

445-2222 

MAAH 

445-7400 

T  SW  Corridor 

722-5834 

436-0805 

BRA 

722-4300 

RMSC 

427-4470 

EOTC 

727-2775 

DCW 

265-1696 

MBBA 

288-4836 

Mattapan 

Dorchester 

BRA 

722-4300 

GRDC 

440-8090 

B.M.S.C. 

427-4470 

BRA 

722-4300 

TAMS 

731-1550 

SECOT 

482-2148 

TAMS 

731-1550 

BRA 

722-4300 

BRA 

722-4300 
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Name 

Address 

Affiliation 

Phone 

Byron  Rushing 

Box  5,  Dudley  Sta. , 

Rox. 

445-7400 

Cecil  L.  Brown 

27  Dudley 

SWCC 

427-0035 

Thomas  Payne 

P.O.  Box  549 

1st  Ch.  in  Rox. 

445-8393 

Linda  Eubanks 

141  Spencer  St., Dor. 

Concerned  Citizen 

436-0963 

Kenneth  Temell 

418  Bowdoin  St., Dor. 

288-4266 

Carlos  Diaz 

50  High  St. -4th  fl. 

MBTA 

722-5215 

Gloria  L.  Fox 

178  Humboldt  Ave. 

Rox  MPAC-SWCq 

442-5900 

Peter  Smith 

90  Warren  St. 

CBT 

427-7060 

Anthony  Casendino 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

262-4354 

Dick  Tilles 

850  Boylston  St. 

TAMS 

731-1550 

George  Alieu 

207  Chestnut  Ave., J. 

Plain 

T  SW  Corridor 

722-5834 

Peter  Calcaterra 

131  Clarendon  St. 

T  SW  Corridor 

722-5834 

Rod  Parker 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

262-4354 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETING 

DATE:      September  14,  1977 

PLACE:     Shelburne  Recreation  Center,  270  Washington  St.,  Roxbury 

TIME:      7:00  to  10:15  P.  M. 

PRESENT:   Please  see  attached 


Peter  Calcaterra,  MBTA  project  manager,  described  the  study 
and  discussed  the  agenda  for  the  meeting.   He  indicated  that 
the  various  alternatives  to  be  presented  showed  documentation 
of  various  modes  and  alignments,  and  that  the  final  selection 
of  three  to  five  approaches  for  detailed  analysis  during  Phase 
II  of  the  study  may  involve  combinations  of  various  segments 
of  the  alternatives  documented  to  date. 

He  introduced  Carols  Diaz  from  the  MBTA  Department  of  Com- 
munity -Affairs  who  described  a  survey  he  has  conducted  of 
the  existing  bus  service  in  the  area. 


Patrick  Cooke,  from  CBT/Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  Associates  Inc. 
consultants  to  the  MBTA,  has  been  working  with  Carlos  on  the 
bus  study.   Pat  described  the  process  used  by  several  community 
residents  to  monitor  the  bus  service  on  three  routes. 


Carlos  Diaz  described  the  results  of  the  study  on  the  three  bus 
lines.  He  listed  the  actions  the  MBTA  intends  to  take  to  solve 
the  problems  made  evident  by  the  study. 

Several  community  residents  pointed  out  existing  busline  prob- 
lems and  asked  questions  about  how  improvements  to  service  can 
be  implemented.  Among  the  many  problems  discussed  were  the  dif- 
ficulties caused  by  Union  Rules. 

Ken  Kruckemeyer  from  the  MBTA  Southwest  Corridor  office  des- 
cribed meetings  lie  has  had  with  people  who  are  concerned  with 
the  forthcoming  increase  to  60  trains  a  day  on  the  existing 
Midland  rail  line.   Ken  described  MBTA  actions  as  a  result  of 
the  meetings.   The  MBTA  will  be  providing  barriers  in  certain 
locations  for  school  children  to  alert  them  to  the  new  danger; 
and  possibly  one  or  two  commuter  train  stops  on  the  line  during 
the  increased  service.   Ken  asked  that  anyone  at  the  meeting 
who  was  interested  in  discussing  specific  station  locations  on 
the  Midland  line  meet  with  him  after  the  meeting  or  call  him 
at  722-5834. 
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September  14  Meeting  Notes 

7.  Dick  Tilles  from  Tippetts  Abbett  McCarthy  Stratton  (TAMS) , 
the  transportation  consultants  for  the  study,  described  the 
eight  transit  alternatives  for  the  study  area  currently  being 
documented, 

8.  Dick  reviewed  the  descriptive  material  that  was  handed  out 
at  the  meeting. 

9.  Bill  Kuttner  from  the  South  End  asked  how  it  was  possible  for 
some  trip  times  to  be  the  same  for  Alternative  #2  light  rail 
alternative  and  Alternative  #6  which  is  a  bus  alternative. 
Dick  Tilles  indicated  that  the  proposed  busway  system  includes 
several  one-seat  routes  to  the  downtown  area  eliminating 
waiting  times  at  the  major  alignment.   Waiting  times  are  in- 
cluded in  the  trip  times  for  the  light  rail  alternative. 

10.  Clark  Frazier,  'from  the  South  End,  indicated  that  multi- 
destination  trips  should  be  considered  in  the  study.   One 
of  the  goals  of  the  study  should  be  to  maximize  transit 
riders. 

11.  Ken  Terrell  from  Dorchester  suggested  that  the  study  should 
consider  an  elevated  solution.   Various  community  residents 
disagreed  with  him.   Their  points  were  that  even  the  new 
BART  system  in  California  in  noisy  and  that  an  elevated 
structure  would  hamper  urban  development. 

12.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  Alternative  #9  should  not  be  studied 
in  Phase  1,   He  said  this  alignment  is  not  that  much  differ- 
ent from  Alternative  #5,  and  that  the  busway  in  #9  is  unac- 
ceptable to  the  South  End  Community. 

13.  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  Alternative  #9  is  one  which  had 
been  suggested  in  the  published  Program  for  Mass  Transporta- 
tion and  should  be  documented  and  evaluated  against  other  al- 
ternatives during  Phase  I.   It  was  agreed  that  documentation 
for  #9  will  be  developed  during  the  next  month  for  discussion 
at  the  October  Project  Working  Committee  meeting. 

14.  Jorge  Hernandez,  from  Inquilinos  Borinquen  en  Accion  (IBA) , 
asked  about  future  neighborhood  meetings.   He  commented 
that  there  have  not  yet  been  any  meetings  where  people  have 
had  a  chance  to  say  which  Alternative  they  like  best.   Tony 
Casendino  from  CBT  noted  that  there  will  be  neighborhood 
meetings  during  September  and  October  to  do  this  -  where 
people  can  express  their  opinion. 
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September  14  Meeting  Notes 

15.   Jack  Toby  from  the  South  End  commented  that  he  sees  the 

following  conclusions  possible  from  the  material  presented 
at  the  meeting: 

a.  Crosstown  service  looks  surprisingly  good 
and  must  be  included  in  the  3  to  5  Alterna- 
tives selected  at  the  end  of  Phase  1. 

b.  Egleston  Square  isn't  well  serviced  by  any  of 
the  Alternatives.  This  is  presumably  because 
it  is  better  served  by  the  relocated  Orange 

Line  and,  therefore ,  Alternative  #1  should  be  dropped. 

c.  All  the  transportation  modes  studied  in  Phase 

I  should  be  carried  through  on  at  least  one  al- 
ternative in  Phase  II. 

16.  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  additional  documentation 
will  be  available  prior  to  the  October  meeting.   Decisions 
regarding  selection  of  alternative  alignments  and  modes 
for  analysis  in  Phase  II  should  wait  for  this  documenta- 
tion. 

17.  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  next  Project  Working  Com- 
mittee meeting  will  be  held  in  late  October.   The  time  and 
place  of  the  meeting  will  be  announced  within  the  next  two 
weeks.   He  reminded  all  attendees  to  evaluate  the  various 
alternatives  discussed  at  the  meeting  based  on  the  criteria 
and  information  distributed  by  the  consultants  so  that  selec- 
tion of  the  three  to  five  alternatives  for  Phase  II  can  be 
best  accomplished  at  the  October  meeting. 


CORRECTION; 

The  number  of  new  riders  for  Alternative  #6  (Busway)  given 
in  the  "Description  of  Transit  Alternatives"  and  shown  on 
page  8  of  the  "Evaluation  of  Transit  Alternatives"  (table  3) 
should  read  8,800  trips  instead  of  17,700  trips. 
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Replacement  Improvement  Study 

Project  Working  Committee 
September  14,  1977  Attendance 


Name 

Address 

Affiliation 

Phone 

1. 

John  T.  Walker,  Jr. 

150  American  Legion 

Lena  Park  LDC 

288-4900 

2. 

Ralph  Agee 

317  Blue  Hill  Avenue 

RMSC 

427-4470 

3. 

William  T.  Baker 

One  City  Hall  Square 

BRA 

722-4300 

4. 

Jim  Baecker 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

5. 

Mary  Brathwaite 

7  59  Shawmut  Avenue 

LRCC 

445-1061 

6. 

Pat  Brennan 

90  Warren  Street 

TAMS 

7. 

Cecil  Brows'i 

27  Dudley  Street 

SWCC 

427-0035 

8. 

John  Brown 

31  State  Street 

JBA 

742-1930 

9. 

Charles  J.  Calvey 

34  Warren  Street 

Dudley  Merchant 

442-8181 

10. 

Peter  Calcaterra 

131  Clarendon  St. 

MBTA 

722-58.  , 

11. 

A.  B.  Casendino 

30  6  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

427-7060 
262-4354 

12. 

Yong  Chang 

27  School  Street 

CTPS 

523-3410 

\    13. 

Sue  Clippinger 

City  Hall 

Mayor's  Office 

725-4490 

14. 

John  A.  Cruz 

12  School  Street 

CRUZ  Const. 

296-5040 
442-7285 

15. 

Carlos  Diaz 

50  High  Street 

MBTA 

722-5214 

16. 

C.  Joseph  Doyle 

175  School  Street 

Rep,  J.  Craven 

524-4236 

17. 

Sara  Driscoll 

33  Lourdes  Avenue 

Tenant  Action 

524-3541 

18. 

Clark  Frazier 

29  Union  Park 

SECOT 

482-2148 

19. 

Mary  H.  Goode 

State  House 

Representative 

727-5375 

20, 

Alice  Gray 

One  City  Hall  Plaza 

BRA 

422-730C 
Ext.  299 

i  21 

Gloria  Greene 

P.  0,  Box  351 

427-73'  \ 

22 

.  Karen  Harr 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 
Ext.  301 

1 
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23. 

J.  Hernandez 

12  Rutland  Square 

IBA 

262-1342 

24. 

Leon  Hines 

64  Crestwood  Park 

MAAH 

445-7400 

25. 

Roz  Horner 

1  Bowdoin  Avenue 

288-4836 

26. 

Phil  Iteer 

8  Quincy  Street 

442-6860 

■27. 

Robert  Joseph 

15  Wayland  Street 

IBA 

445-7126 

28. 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

131  Clarendon 

MBTA 

722-5834 

29. 

Chris  Kukka 

28  Pay 

Fair  Share 

536-4192 

30. 

Bill  Kuttner 

14  Alleghany 

Mission  Hill 

442-5316 

->■" 

Dave  LaPlante 

93  Forest  Hills  St. 

495  -3509 

32. 

P.occo  Mancini 

50  High  Street 

MBTA 

33. 

Peter  J.  Metz 

94  Waltham  Street 

SECOT 

542-7937 

34. 

Agnes  M.  Owens 

120  Humboldt 

427-4193 

35. 

R.  D.  Parker 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

262-4354 

36. 

G.  Perez 

4  05  Shawmut  Avenue 

IBA 

262-1342 

37. 

Dick  Pierce 

2080  Washington  St. 

Boston  Pops 

440-7600 

38. 

Paul  Porell 

City  Hall 

BRA 

722-4300 

39. 

Glen  M.  Porter 

791  Tremont  St. 

S.C.  Fuller 
Mental  Health 
Center 

266-8800 
Ext.  301 

40. 

L.  V.  Randolph 

90  Warren  Street 

GRDC 

440-8090 

41. 

Melanie  Ray 

City  Hall 

OPD 

725-4490 

42. 

Susan  Richardson 

50  High  Street 

MBTA 

722-5215 

• 

Maria  Rivera 

140  St.  Botolph  St. 

S.E.  Community 

598-8800 

44. 

f 

Peter  Smith 

3  06  Dartmouth  St. 

CBT 

262-4354 

i^piauciiic 
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Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study 
Project  Working  Committee 
September  14,  1977  Attendance 


Name 

Address 

Affiliation 

Phone 

45. 

Catherine  H.  Smi 

th 

191  Norwell  Street 

Fair  Share 

825-5442 

46. 

Kenneth  Terrell 

418  Bowdoin  St. ,Dor. 

288-4266 

47. 

Dick  Tilles 

840  Boylston  Street 

TAMS 

731-1550 

48. 

Jack  Toby 

35  Union  Park 

482-6872 

49. 

Jim  Vincent 

65  Winthrop  Street 

WFEM 

864-3500 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETING 

DATE:      October  26,  1977 

PLACE:     Boston  City  Hospital  Auditorium 

TIME:      7:15  to  11:05  P.M. 

PRESENT:   Please  see  attached  list 


A.  Anthony  Pangaro,  Southwest  Corridor  Coordinator,  reviewed 
the  various  projects  in  the  Southwest  Corridor,  explained 
the  goals  of  this  study,  and  its  relationship  to  other  pro- 
grams and  plans.   He  emphasized  the  State's  existing  commit- 
ment to  the  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  concept  and  the 
need  for  commitment  and  support  from  the  community. 

B.  Peter  Calcaterra,  MBTA  Project  Manager  for  the  study,  ex- 
plained the  format  for  the  meeting  and  introduced  Dick  Tilles, 
of  Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton  (TAMS) ,  consultants  to 
the  MBTA, who  are  conducting  the  study. 

C.  Dick  Tilles  described  the  development  and  evaluation  process 
used  in  the  study  to  date  and  reviewed  the  results  obtained 
for  the  eleven  specific  alternatives  examined  in  Phase  I, 
including  various  vehicle  types  and  alignments. 

D.  Tony  Casendino,  of  Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  and  Casendino 
inc.  (CBT) ,  Community  Liaison  consultants  for  the  study, 
described  various  types  of  transit  vehicles  and  explained  the 
options  recommended  by  the  consultant  for  detailed  analysis 
in  Phase  II  of  the  study.   These  options  were  described  in  the 
material  mailed  to  the  community  mailing  list  prior  to  the 
meeting. 

E.  Tony  Pangaro  reviewed  the  consultant's  recommendations  as 
shown  in  the  chart  (Exhibit  #3  in  the  mailing) ,  and  the  map 
of  "Components  of  Alternatives"  and  indicated  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  meeting  was  to  seek  the  community's  response  to 
the  recommendations  and  to  determine  whether  or  not  there 
was  agreement  to  proceed  as  recommended. 

THE  MEETING  WAS  OPENED  TO  QUESTIONS  AT  8:07  P.M. 

1.    Wayne  Sherwood  from  the  South  End  asked  why  all  route  descrip- 
tions for  Light  Rail  Vehicles  in  Zone  2  (Roxbury)  seemed  to 
indicate  Dudley  to  Huntington  Avenue  with  no  routes  going  to 
the  South  End  via  Washington  Street. 

Mr.  Pangaro  answered  that  all  Light  Rail  Vehicle  routes  in 
Zone  1  could  go  directly  downtown  via  Washington  Street. 

call:  427-7060 
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2.  Mary  Aster  from  the  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  American 
Legion  Auxiliary  Coalition,  indicated  that  she  did  not  want 
"rail"  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  that  she  preferred  busses. 

Mr.  Pangaro  indicated  that  buses  were  proposed  to  be  studied 
on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  as  well  as  rail  options  in  Phase  II.  He 
also  .noted  that  the  Mattapan  to  downtown  running  time  for 
buses  was  predicted  to  be  26  minutes. 

3.  Hugh  Bunte  from  Grass  Roots,  a  coalition  of  concerned  people 
for  city-wide  justice  and  equality,  indicated  that  his  group 
did  not  see  any  point  in  studying  the  possible  future  trans- 
portation systems  until  the  MBTA  shows  it  can  improve  the 
existing  service.   He  also  asked  what  methods  were  being  used 
in  the  study  for  determining  future  developments. 

Anthony  Pangaro  replied  that  Carlos  Diaz  from  the  MBTA  Commu- 
nity Affairs  Department  has  been  studying  existing  route  prob- 
lems in  the  area.   He  noted  that  while  some  progress  has  been 
made,  it  is  going  to  take  time.   He  agreed  that  the  community 
has  a  right  to  expect  results. 

He  noted  that  the  Boston  Plan  anticipates  development  on 
Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  Warren  Street  and  that  working  with  the 
city  and  the  community  to  predict  growth  will  be  a  critical 
part  of  Phase  II  work. 

4.  Kenneth  Terrell  of  Dorchester  asked  if  it  would  be  cost  effec- 
tive to  make  the  Midland  Railroad   a  branch  of  the  Red  Line  tying 
in  at  South  Station. 

Dick  Tilles  replied  that  this  had  been  looked  at  and  that  this 
solution  would  decrease  frequency  of  service  in  the  existing 
two  southern  Red  Line  branches. 

5.  Alan  Root,  Chairman  of  the  Boston  Public  Housing  Tenant  Policy 
Council,  indicated  that  the  recommended  systems  seemed  to  be 
downtown  oriented.   He  stated  that  all  the  alternatives  other 
than  busway  with  a  feeder  bus  system  seemed  to  be  too  inflexi- 
ble, would  be  noisy,  not  aesthetically  pleasing,  and  generally 
disagreeable. 

Dick  Tilles  noted  that  the  crosstown  service  was  recommended 
for  study  in  Phase  II  and  the  feeder  bus  system  was  included 
in  each  alternative  to  give  more  flexibility.  He  also  noted 
that  new  rail  vehicles  are  less  noisy  than  older  vehicles  in 
general  use  in  Boston. 

6.  Peter  Fine,  from  the  8  Streets  Neighborhood  Association,  com- 
mented that  buses  currently  in  service  are  noisy.   He  wanted 
to  see  a  lot  of  money  spent  up  front  on  something  that  would 
be  impossible  to  give  up  when  the  "spotlight  is  off."   Bill 
Kuttner  from  Mission  Hill  agreed  and  added  that  buses  are 
unreliable. 
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7.  Clark  Frazier,  from  the  South  End  Committee  on  Transportation 
TSECOT) ,  said  that  Rapid  Transit  in  the  South  End  should  not 
be  pursued  in  Phase  II  because  of  lack  of  stops,  cost,  and 
poor  surface  accessibility.   He  indicated  that  if  a  busway 

is  finally  selected  for  the  South  End,  they  will  insist  the 
elevated  be  kept  up.   He  indicated  that  a  busway  on  Seaver 
Street  should  be  carried  into  Phase  II.   Such  crosstown  ser- 
vice would  help  make  the  total  system  truly  a  multidirectional 
one,  not  just  servicing  downtown. 

8.  Cecil  Brown,  from  the  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition   (SWCC) , 
supported  carrying  upgraded  service  on  Seaver  Street  into 
Phase  II  as  well  as  service  on  Washington  Street  from  Dudley 
to  Egleston  Station.   Several  people  in  the  audience  agreed 
with  this  idea. 

Dick  Tilles  indicated  that  the  Washington  Street  alignment  is 
not  recommended  for  any  type  of  transit  vehicle  except  buses 
on  the  street, because  it  would  require  a  costly  tunnel  or  land 
takings.   He  added  that  the  new  Orange  Line  will  serve  most 
of  the  riders  that  would  use  the  Egleston  to  Dudley  route  and, 
therefore,  the  benefits  do  not  justify  the  cost. 

9.  Ralph  LeBeau  from  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA) 
stressed  the  need  for  studying  development  options  and  rapid 
transit  on  the  Midland  Branch  in  Phase  II  of  the  study. 

10.  Paul  Porell,  from  the  BRA,  indicated  that  a  busway  was  justi- 
fied  on  Seaver  Street.   Anthony  Pangaro  asked  for  a  consensus 
from  the  meeting  about  whether  people  wanted  a  busway  on 
Seaver  Street  studied  in  Phase  II.   After  some  discussion, 

he  said  that  we  will  go  forward  with  a  Seaver  Street  busway 
recommendation  with  extensions  to  South  Huntington  and  Ashmont. 

11.  John  Dean  from  Mattapan  Little  City  Hall,  wanted  to  see  a  list 
ot  names  of  participants  and  speakers.  Mr.  Pangaro  noted  that 
the  Project  Working  Committee  minutes  are  mailed  and  include 

a  list  of  speakers  and  all  who  sign  in. 

12.  Marc  Weiss,  from  the  Massachusetts  Law  Reform  Institute,  asked 
about  a  personal  rapid  transit  option  (PRT) ;  whether  the  cross- 
town  service  would  be  a  portion  of  the  proposed  circumferential 
service;  and  whether  the  state  would  fund  such  services. 
Anthony  Pangaro  replied  that  PRT  in  Morgantown,  West  Virginia, 
did  not  work  very  well.   He  indicated  that  the  crosstown  option 
could  be  part  of  a  future  circumferential  service  and  could  be 
funded  separately. 

13.  Wendell  Verril  of  the  Centre  del  Cardenal,  asked  about  whether 
parking  would  be  eliminated  on  Washington  Street  and  whether 
trackless  trolleys  will  be  considered  since  he  felt  they  were 
quieter. 
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Dick  Tilles  answered  that  on  most  of  Washington  Street  parking 
on  the  side  of  the  street  would  remain  and  the  specific  details 
would  be  worked  out  in  Phase  II.   He  noted  that  trackless  trolleys 
will  be  considered  in  Phase  II. 

14.  Rose  Mehegan,  from  the  Worcester  Square  Association,  said  she 
favored  rapid  transit  in  part  for  safety.   Dick  Tilles  indicated 
that  the  safety  issue  will  be  studied  in  relation  to  the  median 
in  Phase  II.   He  also  noted  the  disadvantages  of  Rapid  Transit 
on  Washington  Street. 

a.  It  has  to  be  in  a  tunnel  which  is  very  expensive 

b.  It  will  take  a  long  time  to  implement  leaving  the 
South  End  without  a  replacement  for  quite  a  while 

c.  Stations  would  be  much  farther  apart  than  if  the 
service  used  other  vehicle  types. 

15.  A  long  discussion  developed  on  the  pros  and  cons  of  rapid  transit 
along  Washington  Street  in  the  South  End.   Cecil  Brown  from  SWCC 
noted  how  reliable  and  fast  the  existing  rapid  transit  service  is. 
Bill  Kuttner  spoke  against  it  because  of  cost  benefits.   Barbara 
Lung  from  the  South  End  asked  if  fixing  the  existing  elevated  had 
been  considered.   Mr.  Pangaro  said  no,  that  the  structure  was  too 
far  gone  for  anything  other  than  emergency  repairs.   Joyce  Stanley 
from  Roxbury  proposed  that  rapid  transit  on  Washington  Street  not 
be  dropped.   Clark  Frazier  spoke  against  Rapid  Transit  and  in 
favor  of  Light  Rail.   Ann  Hershfang  from  the  South  End  outlined 
the  history  of  how  SECOT  came  to  a  recommendation  of  Light  Rail 
over  Rapid  Transit  or  Bus. 

16.  Francis  Moore  from  the  Worcester  Square  Neighborhood  Association 
asked  for  Light  Rail  and  Rapid  Transit  to  be  studied  on  Washington 
Street  so  that  options  other  than  buses  would  remain  available. 
Wendell  Verril  asked  if  a  subway  in  the  South  End  affected  other 
areas . 

Anthony  Pangaro  noted  that  other  area  groups  can  propose  subway 
or  surface  vehicles  regardless  of  the  South  End  decision.   They 
can  choose  to  connect  to  the  Washington  Street  Service  or  the 
new  Orange  Line  at  Ruggles.   He  also  noted  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion about  bus  pollution  (fumes)  that  it  will  be  studied  in 
Phase  II.   The  current  position  of  the  Carter  Administration  is 
that  buses  must  be  included  in  the  study.   The  State  has  planned 
to  request  enough  money  for  Light  Rail  on  Washington  Street 
(  $25  million) .   That  is  not  enough  to  build  a  subway;  however, 
it  IS  the  communities'  perogative  to  select  options  without  re- 
gard to  cost. 

17.  Alan  Wood  said  nobody  in  the  South  End  wants  to  keep  the  elevated 
up.   He  thought  a  combination  of  light  rail  and  busway  should  be 
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looked  at.   He  mentioned  that  when  we  talk  about  buses  there  is 
a  lot  of  new  technology  that  is  better  than  what  the  MBTA  now 
has.   He  asked  that  handicapped  requirements,  and  travel  times 
be  studied.   Mr.  Pangaro  said  they  will  be  studied  in  detail  in 
Phase  II. 

18.  After  a  ten  minute  break,  the  meeting  reconvened  at  approximately 
9:45.   Anthony  Pangaro  started  a  discussion  about  dropping  the 
rapid  transit  alternative  on  the  Midland  Line  in  Zone  2. 

19.  Clark  Frazier  supported  carrying  the  rapid  transit  option  on 
Warren  Street  and  Blue  Hill  Avenue  in  conjunction  with  crosstown 
service  instead  of  the  Midland  Option.   Anthony  Pangaro  said 
that  the  only  thing  being  dropped  now  is  full  scale  rapid  transit 
as  a  branch  of  the  Red  Line  to  South  Station.   Light  Rail  on 
Warren  Street/Blue  Hill  and  the  Midland  line  will  be  kept. 

20.  Alfred  Howard,  from  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  noted  the 
the  high  cost  of  subway  in  the  South  End,  the  conflict  between 
those  in  the  South  End  wanting  additional  convenient  transit  stops 
and  those  outside  the  South  End  who  want  express  downtown  service. 

21.  Anthony  Pangaro  asked  if  anyone  had  any  objections  to  the  con- 
sultant's recommendations  for  Zone  2.   There  was  no  response  and 
Mr.  Pangaro  noted  that  ...  "in  Zone  2  th^  consultant's  recommen- 
dations have  been  accepted  as  the  recommendations  of  this  meeting 
with  the  addition  of  the  Seaver  Street  and  Washington  St.  alignments 

22.  Cecil  Brown  stated  that  a  light  rail  option  on  Columbia  Road 
should  be  studied  in  Phase  II,  running  from  Grove  Hall  to  Uphams 
Corner. 

23.  Clark  Frazier  indicated  his  feeling  that  the  Urban  Mass  Transporta- 
tion  Administration  (UMTA)  would  not  fund  the  project  unless  a  bus- 
way  is  shown  in  comparison  to  other  systems.  fl 

24.  Gloria  Fox,  from  the  Roxbury/Dorchester  APAC ,  stated  that  the 
community  should  push  for  what  they  want  regardless  of  UMTA's      m 
position.  p 

25.  Paul  Porell  asked  about  a  connection  to  the  crosstown  on  the 

east  side  of  the  study  area,   Anthony  Pangaro  noted  that  the       ■ 
busway  could  connect  to  Ashmont  Station  in  the  east.  • 


26.  Clark  Frazier  suggested  that  the  study  look  at  the  possibility 
of  having  busses  and  light  rail  in  the  same  median. 

27.  Bill  Kuttner  asked  to  what  degree  the  addition  of  a  Washington/ 
Seaver/Columbia  Road  alignment  would  "water  down"  Phase  II  of 
the  study.   Anthony  Pangaro  said  it  may  cause  budget  problems 
and  the  impact  would  be  examined  by  the  MBTA  before  proceeding. 
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28.  In  response  to  a  question  about  dropping  rapid  transit  in 
Zone  3  on  the  Midland  Branch  alignment,  Cecil  Brown  and  Gloria 
Fox  both  recommended  dropping  it.   Paul  Porell  and  Ken  Terrell 
spok^  in  favor  of  keeping  it  in  Phase  II  of  the  study  because 
it  is  centrally  located  in  Zone  3  and  relatively  inexpensive 
because  of  the  existing  right  of  way. 

29.  Clark  Frazier  felt  the  decisions  to  eliminate  any  alignment  pro- 
posed by  the  consultants  could  not  be  made  because  too  many 
people  had  left  the  meeting.   He  recommended  not  dropping  the 
Midland  rapid  transit  option  until  its  total  impact  is  clear 

(i.e.  land  takings  for  stations,  etc.) 

30.  Gloria  Fox  indicated  that  a  rapid  transit  option  on  the  Midland 
Branch  alignment  was  not  acceptable  as  replacement  for  the  exist- 
elevated.   Anthony  Pangaro  pointed  out  that  replacement  service 
is  provided  by  any  of  the  proposed  options  in  Zones  1  and  2. 

In  Zone  3,  the  options  provide  improvements  in  service  since 
there  is  no  elevated  line  in  that  zone  now. 

31.  A  discussion  continued  about  the  lateness  of  the  hour.   It  was 
felt  that  the  remaining  group  was  not  representative  and,  there- 
fore, no  more  overall  conclusions  should  be  drawn. 

32.  Clark  Frazier  suggested  solving  the  rapid  transit  problem  by 
dropping  all  Orange  Line  type  vehicles  and  study  light  rail 
technology  in  a  subway  to  provide  rapid  transit  type  service. 

33.  Anthony  Pangaro  proposed  noting  in  these  minutes  that  a  majority 
attending  wish  to  drop  rapid  transit  on  the  Midland  branch  with 
Bill  Kuttner,  Paul  Porell  and  Jim  Baecker  dissenting. 

34.  After  further  discussion,  it  became  clear  that  the  group  that  was 
left  could  not  make  a  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  drop  rapid 
transit  on  the  Midland  Branch. 

35.  The  discussion  shifted  to  rapid  transit  in  Zone  1.   Clark  Frazier 
suggested  that  the  MBTA  put  together  cost  figures  that  already 
have  been  developed.   This  could  be  done  by  MBTA  staff  in  Phase 

I  and  would  not  require  any  more  consultant  work. 

36.  Rose  Mehegan  mentioned  a  1950 's  study  for  a  subway  on  Shawmut 
Avenue.   Jorge  Hernandez  from  Inquilinos  Boricuas  En  Accion  (IBA) , 
said  that  a  Shawmut  Avenue  alignment  would  represent  severe  prob- 
lems from  development  and  usage  standpoints. 

37.  Anthony  Pangaro  indicated  that  the  proceedings  of  the  meeting^ 
will  require  a  reexamination  of  the  conclusions  and  the  antici- 
pated schedule  for  completion  of  Phase  I.   He  said  that  an 
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additional  Project  Working  'Committee  Meeting  will  be  scheduled 

to  present  the  Phase  I  Report.  fl 

A  set  of  tapes  of  this  meeting  is  available  for  review  by  con-     m 
tacting  the  MBTA  project  office  at  131  Clarendon  Street  (722-5834)  |i 


I 

I 
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TAMS 


Phone 
440-9090 
442-3487 
353-1524 

262-6436 

267-6743 
426-6186 
442-5316 
722-4300 
731=1550 
267-3080 

277-0016 
436-6438 
725-3166 
442-6876 
725-4850 


1 


I 


542-7937 

267-4589 
536-2898 
436-3000 
427-0035 
445-8393 
725-3112 
442-2116 
424-5112 
722-4300 
731-1550 
266-8800x301 

440-8090 

725-3455 

725-3270 

296-5536 

542-0620 

427-0035 

353-0803 


I 

I 
I 

I 
I 


722-5000 
825-5442 
427-7060 
523-3410 

442-1233 
434-4753 
424-4872 
288-4266 
731-1550 
482-6872 


Framingham 
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Name 

Regina  Vaiciulenas 
Wendall  Verrill 

Jimi  Vincent 
John  T.  Walker 
James  Ware 
Mark  Weiss 
Edna  White 
Gene  Wright 
Bob  Young 
Anthony  Pangaro 
Peter  Calcaterra 
Ken  Kruckemeyer 
Dan  Ocasio 


Address 

111  Wheatland  Ave. 
75  Union  Pk . 

Cambridge 

150  Am.  Legion  Hgwy. 
208  W.  Canton  St. 
2  Park  Square 
64  Ormond  Street 
18  Elm  Hill  Park 
150  Am.  Legion  Hgwy, 
131  Clarendon  St. 
131  Clarendon  St. 
12  Holyoke  Street 
177  W.  Newton  St. 


Affiliation 


21  Centro  Del 

Cardenal 

WFEM 

Lena  Park  CDC 

Central  YMCA 

MA  Law  Reform 


Lena  Park  CDC 
(T) 


Phone 


542-9292 

864-3500 
288-4900 
526-6950 
482-0890 
298-2851 
427-4258 
288-4900 

722-5834 
722-5834 
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MINUTES  OF  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETING 

DATE:      January  31,  197  8 

PLACE:     Prince  Masonic  Hall,  Grove  Hall 

TIME:      7:00  P.M.  to  9:40  P.M. 

PRESENT:   See  attached  list 


3. 


Peter  Calcaterra,  Replacement/Transit  Improvements  Study 
project  manager  for  the  MBTA  Southwest  Corridor  Office, 
described  the  scope  of  the  Study  and  the  conclusions  reached 
during  Phase  I.   He  noted  that  the  purpose  of  the  meeting 
was  to  review  the  results  of  the  first  phase,  discuss  why 
certain  options  had  been  dropped  during  Phase  I  and  what 
steps  were  required  to  enter  into  Phase  II  of  the  Study. 
He  briefly  described  the  concepts  of  replacement  service  ■ 
and  transit  improvement,  the  four  zones  of  service  in  the 
study  area,  the  reasons  for  ruling  out  rapid  transit  and 
discussed  items  that  will  be  requiring  further  analysis  in 
Phase  II.   He  went  on  to  describe  the  panel  format  of  the 
meeting  and  to  indicate  that  the  panel  had  been  recommended 
by  community  participants  in  the  Friday  Coordinating  Committee 
Meeting.   Mr.  Calcaterra  solicited  comments  from  members  of 
the  panel. 

Clark  Frazier,  from  the  South  End  Committee  on  Transporta- 
tion (SECOT) ,  discussed  the  study  from  the  perspective  of 
the  South  End.   He  said  that  the  work  in  Phase  I  had  reduced 
the  alternatives  to  a  few,  realistic  options  and  that  during 
Phase  II  the  community  will  be  able  to  react  to  the  details 
of  these  options  as  will  be  developed  by  the  consultants, 
and  the  community  can  thus  concentrate  on  such  issues  as 
development  along  VJashington  Street.   He  mentioned  that  the 
speed  of  the  Study's  execution  and  with  which  the  replacement 
service  can  be  implemented  was  critical  to  residents  of  the 
South  End  since  the  Washington  Street  Elevated  will  be  comming 
down  in  1983.   He  indicated  general  support  of  the  Study 
findings  and  he  thought  missing  details  would  be  worked  out 
in  Phase  II. 


Ralph  Agee  from  the  Roxbury 
had  been  concerned  througho 
participation  process.   He 
that  the  community  has  had 
to  contribute  in  Phase  I. 
initiating  Phase  II-  without 
replacement  service  and  tra 
when  the  Main  Line  corridor 


Multi-Service  Center,  said  he 
ut  the  study  about  the  community 
noted  that  he  is  now  satisfied 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard  and 
He  emphasized  the  importance  of 

delay  so  as  to  make  sure  that 
nsit  improvements  can  be  in  place 

reconstruction  is  completed. 
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4.  Mike  Parham  from  the  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition  and  a 
resident  of  Zone  2,  stated  that  he  also  felt  the  community 
has  had  access  to  the  process  and  called  for  continuing 
participation  and  support  during  Phase  II  when  the  selection 
of  a  preferred  alternative  will  finally  be  made.   He  noted 
that  he  was  in  \accord  with  the  alternatives  selected  for 

.  Phase  II  analysis. 

5.  Shirley  Campbell  chairperson  of  the  Transportation  Committee 
of  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Commission,  said  that  the  Commission 
can  serve  as  a  conduit  between  the  community  and  the  MBTA 

to  insure  that  what  is  finally  implemented  is  what  the  com- 
munity wants.   She  stated  that  she  was  available  to  give 
information  to  comraunity  people  about  transportation  options 
on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  that  she  could  be  reached  at  725-3181 
or  at  460  Blue  Hill  Avenue. 

6.  Sue  Clippinger  from  the  Office  of  the  Mayor's  Transportation 
Advisor,  supported  the  recommendations  made  in  the  Phase  I 
Report  and  described  the  City's  role  in  working  with  the 
areas  involved.   She  stated  that  the  City's  policy  is  to 
reinforce  neighborhood  commercial  centers  such  as  Dudley 
Square,  Uphams  Corner,  Grove  Hall  and  Mattapan  Square.  The 
City  also  wants  to  insure  that  a  trolley  replacement  service 
in  the  South  End  is  in  place  when  the  Elevated  comes  down. 
There  is  great  interest  as  well  in  the  Crosstown  segment 

(Zone  4)  from  Columbia  Point  to  Northeastern.   Finally,  she 
said  that  she  did  not  believe  that  the  City  had  a  clear 
sense  of  what  should  happen  south  of  Dudley  and  that,  as 
Phase  II  focuses  on  that  issue,  the  City  will  look  towards 
the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  Commission  and  other  groups  in  the  area 
for  guidance  on  what's  important  as,  far  as  development  and 
what  type  of  transit  improvements  people  want. 

7.  Mr.  Calcaterra  opened  the  floor  to  questions.   Several 
people  asked  about  recent  problems  with  bus  services, 
Carlos  Diaz  L4BTA  Manager  of  Consumer  Relations,  spoke  about 
the  issues  addressed,  mentioned  the  survey  of  three  bus 
routes  conducted  during  Phase  I  and  improvements  that  had 
been  realised,  and  stated  his  commitment  to  investigate 
problems  and  to  propose  improvements  in  the  existing  service. 

8.  Catherine  Smith  from  Dorchester  Fair  Share  and  the  United 
Concerned  Neighbors  Association,  asked  about  enclosing  Ash- 
mont  Station  and  complained  about  the  service  on  that  line. 
She  asked  what  was  going  to  be  done  about  the  existing  ser- 
vice and  said  that  improving  it  was  more  important  to  her 
than  any  of  the  new  systems  being  talked  about  at  the  meeting, 
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Mr.  Diaz  encouraged  people  from  the  community  to  stay  in- 
volved and  to  continue  to  inform  the  MBTA  of  poor  service. 
He  noted  that  if  armed  with  specific  information,  he  will 
be  much  more  effective  in  getting  changes  implemented  to 
improve  the  existing  service  in  the  study  area.   Mrs .  Smith 
suggested  that  she  would  like  to  go  with  Carlos  the  next 
time  he  does  a  bus  survey. 

9.    Bill  Kuttner  from  Mission  Hill,  asked  how  many  plows  the 

MBTA  owns  for  various  lines  and  how  old  they  were.   It  was 
noted  that  several  lines  do  not  have  plows  and  that  the 
equipment  is  very  old. 

10.  Hugh  Bunte  from  Mattapan,  noted  that  during  the  recent  storm 
buses  were  operational.   He  thought  that  they  were  best  from 
Dorchester  and  Mattapan.   He  also  noted  that  money  for  fixed 
rail  vehicles  should  be  limited  to  downtown  systems  and 
buses  used  elsewhere. 

11.  Rick  Grey  from  the  Greater  Roxbury  Development  Corporation, 
asked  where  the  study  stands  in  relation  to  subways  or  tun- 
nelling. Mr.  Calcaterra  responded  that  subways  will  be 
studied  in  sections  where  safety,  traffic  and  land  takings 
warrant  it.   Mr.  Grey  asked  that,  if  it  becomes  necessary 
to  evaluate  tunnelling  along  the  whole  length  of  Blue  Hill 
Avenue,  will  that  be  done  during  Phase  II?   Mr.  Calcaterra 
indicated  that  such  would  be  the  case,  if  necessary,  for  the 
reasons  previously  cited. 

12.  Beatrice  Williams  from  the  South  End,  asked  about  the  cost 
of  subways.   She  understood  that  the  costs  from  subways 
were  prohibitive.   Mr.  Calcaterra  confirmed  that  tunnelling 
costs  were  high.   However,  he  reiterated  that  tunnels  will 
be  studied  in  segments  where  surface  solutions  are  either 
difficult  or  do  not  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  pedestrian 
movements . 

13.  Herman  Wells  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and 
from  the  Community  Betterment  Association,  asked  why  an 
Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA)  represen- 
tative was  not  present  at  the  meeting.   He  said  that  his 
group  is  in  favor  of  a  subway  from  Mattapan  to  downtown.  He 
also  indicated  concern  that  the  public  solicitation  by  the 
MBTA  for  snow  shovelers  during  the  recent  storm  to  report 
to  South  Boston  was  not  conducive  to  encouraging  minorities 
to  show  up.   Mr.  Diaz  said  that  the  Arborway  was  announced 
as  an  alternate  location  for  shovelers .but  that  it  was  not 
as  well  publicized,  as  South  Boston.   Mr.  Calcaterra  indi- 
cated that  there  was  no  need  for  UMTA  representatives  to 
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attend  the  meeting  tonight.   UMTA  will  receive  copies  of 
the  Study's  reports  and  minutes  and  will  be  a  participant 
at  the  hearings  which  would  follow  at  the  end  of  Phase  II 
of  the  study. 

14.  Ken  Terrel  from  Dorchester,  noted  that  many  years  ago  the 
MTA  and  not  the  City  had  the  responsibility  for  plowing 
the  streets  after  a  snow  storm.   He  asked  that  the  light 
rail  options  be  totally  in  a  subway  from  one  end  to  the  other 
and  that  they  include  a  third  track  for  express  service. 
Mr.  Calcaterra  noted  that  this  would  be  exceptionally  ex- 
pensive and  that  demand  did  not  warrant  the  capacity  provided 
by  this  type  of  service. 

15.  Bill  Kuttner  asked  if  anybody  had  considered  using  a  new 
sales  tax  to  fund  transit  systems  and  not  use  Federal  funds. 
Mr.  Wells  indicated  that  money  for  airport  construction  is 
always  available  from  a  trust  fund  whether  needed  or  not. 
He  stated  that  funds  are  also  available  from  UMTA  for  trans- 
portation and  that  even  though  we  may  not  get  what  we  want, 
whatever  we  get  will  not  require  new  taxes.  Ms.  Clippinger 
noted  that  if  new  taxes  were  developed,  people  would  probab- 
ly want  to  use  the  revenue  to  relieve  property  taxes  rather 
than  build  new  transportation  systems.  Dick  Tilles,  project 
manager  for  Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton  (consultants', 
for  the  study) ,  stated  that  regardless  of  how  much  money  is 
eventually  available  from  UMTA,  residents  of  the  study  area 
would  benefit  more  from  building  a  series  of  busway  or  light 
rail  lines  than  from  a  single  rapid  transit  line.   Tony 
Pangaro,  MBTA  Manager  of  Southwest  Corridor  Development, 
said  that  Federal  funds  for  transit  construction  are  very 
limited.   While  the  money  to  build  airports  and  highways 
comes  from  trust  funds  which  collect  captive  taxes  such  as 
highway  and  excise  taxes,  no  such  trust  fund  exists  for 
transit  construction.   As  a  result  less  money  is  available 
to  build  mass  transit  systems  every  year,  whereas  the  air- 
port and  highway  trust  funds  continue  to  grow.   He  encouraged 
anyone  interested  in  doing  so  to  lobby  for  making  Federal 
funds  available  for  transit  construction  and  operations. 

16.  Bob  Haas  from  Uphams  Corner,  was  concerned  that  rapid  tran- 
sit has  been  dropped  on  the  Midland  Branch.   He  noted  that 
Dudley  Street  was  too  congested  to  consider  it  as  an  accep- 
table route  from  Uphams  Corner  to  downtown.   Mr.  Tilles 
said  that  land  takings,  subway  sections  or  an  alternate 
route  would  be  considered  to  relieve  the  congestion  of  Dudley 
Square  and  Uphams  Corner.   Mr.  Haas  asked  if  it  were  possible 
to  have  a  service  from  Uphams  Corner  directly  to  downtown. 

i 
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Mr.  Frazier  pointed  but  that  this  approach  would  be  possible 
if  the  proposed  plans  to  depress  the  Central  Artery  and 
build  a  transit  connection  between  South  and  North  Stations 
materialize.   Mr.  Galea terra  indicated  that  if  that  connec- 
tion is  built  the  secvice  would  more  likely  be  an  extension 
of  commuter  rail. 

17.  David  Ransom  from  the  South  End,  asked  about  commuter  rail 
service  on  the  Midland  Branch  during  reconstruction  of  the 
Orange  Line.   Mr.  Pangaro  stated  that  the  interim  service 
(during  construction  of  the  relocated  Orange  Line)  will  run 
about  every  half-hour  during  rush  hour  stopping  at  three 
stations:   Uphams  Corner,  Morton  Street,  and  Fairmount  St. 
in  Hyde  Park.   This  service  wil]  be  on  a  90  day  trial  basis. 
New  lighting  will  be  provided  and  the  City  of  Boston  has 
agreed  to  provide  police  and  maintenance  services. 

Mr.  Ransom  asked  if  Franklin  Park  was  part  of  the  study  area. 
Mr.  Calcaterra  confirmed  that  the  area  was  definitely  part 
of  the  study. 

18.  Mr.  Calcaterra  noted  that  additional  comments  on  the  results 
of  Phase  I  from  the  community  are  encouraged  and  that  those 
received  prior  to  February  7,  1978  will  be  bound  into  the 
Phase  I  Report  which  will  be  submitted  to  UMTA. 

19.  Mr.  Kuttner  asked  if  bus  service  between  Uphams  Corner  and 
the  Back  Bay  could  be  made  part  of  the  interim  service  on 
the  Midland  Branch.   Mr.  Pangaro  said  that  the  route  was 

not  good  because  of  a  poor  street  system  but  that  there 
will  be  a  temporary  rail  shuttle  connection  between  South 
Station  and  the  Back  Bay  for  the  interim  service  during  con- 
struction of  the  relocated  Orange  Line. 

20.  Beatrice  Williams  from  the  South  End,  asked  what  will  replace 
the  Elevated  to  downtown.   Mr.  Frazier  described  the  busway 
and  light  rail  options  on  Washington  Street  that  will  be 
studied  during  Phase  II. 

21.  Ed  English  from  Roxbury,  asked  if  any  decisions  were  being 
made  at  this  meeting.   Mr.  Frazier  answered  that  all  the 
rapid  transit  options  had  been  dropped  and  that  final  selec- 
tion of  a  preferred  alternative  would  be  made  at  the  end  of 

Phase  II.   Mr^ Calcaterra  stated  that  Phase  II  will  take 

approximately  eight  months  to  complete  after  authorization 
to  proceed  is  received  from  UMTA.   Mr.  English  asked  what 
communities  have  participated  in  the  study.   Mr.  Calcaterra 
said  that  there  has  been  a  fairly  even  participation  from 
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all  the  neighborhoods  in  the  study  area  and  that  the  mailing 
list  includes  over  1700  names.   In  addition  many  meetings 
had  been  held  with  local  groups.   Mr.  English  asked  what  the 
MBTA's  system  to  handle  complaints  about  the  existing  service 
was.   Mr.  Diaz  described  the  system  and  gave  his  phone  num- 
ber 722-5216  or  -5214. 

22.  Shawn  Moore  from  Dorchester,  asked  why  the  existing  service  - 
can't  be  better  and  that  he  has  had  experience  with  buses 
passing  his  stop.   Mr.  Diaz  said  that  he  would  like  to  get 
more  information  after  the  meeting  about  the  specific  prob- 
lems from  Shawn. 

23.  Laverne  Randolph   from  Greater  Roxbury  Development  Corpora- 
tion, suggested  that  the  MBTA  should  commit  itself  to  im- 
prove the  existing  service  during  Phase  II  to  demonstrate 
its  intent  to  the  community. 

24.  Sister  Bessie  from  Dorchester,  said  that  she  considered  it 
a  "low  blow"  to  be  asked  to  stand  on  street  corners  and 
write  down  bus  numbers  to  help  the  MBTA  improve  service. 
Mr.  Diaz  agreed  that  problems  with  bus  services  cause  frus- 
trations among  riders.   Mr .  Parham  emphasized  that  cards 
and  letters  with  specific  details  were  very  necessary  and 
will  have  a  lot  of  impact  on  those  that  make  decisions  at 
the  MBTA  and  will  help  Carlos  in  his  efforts  to  have  present 
problems  corrected. 

25.  Mr.  Calcaterra  adjourned  the  meeting  at  9:40  P.M.  with  thanks 
to  the  panelists  and  to  those  who  attended. 
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Name 
Mr.  E.  Shabazz  Hasan 

Bill  Kuttner 

Paula  Waters 

Willie  Grant 
Melanie  Ray 

Shirley  Campbell 

Kenneth  Terrell 

Stephen  C.  Farrell 

Alice  Gray 
Herman  Wells 

Leon  V.  Jacklin 
Regina  Vaiciulenas 

Mary  Vann 
Gloria  L.  Fox 

Ed  English 
Craig  M.  Inge 
Elise  L.  Hill 
S.  P.  Brennan 
L.  V.  Randolph 


Address 
649  Warren  St. 


14  Alleghany  St. 


Boston  City  Hall 
Room  608 

75  Morton  Village 

Boston  City  Hall 
Room  80  8 


Affiliation 

Mr.  X' s  Unisex 
Salon  (Grove  Hall) 

Roxbury  Crossing 
(SATF) 

Deputy  Mayor  Jones' 
Office 


O.P.D, 


Blue  Hill  Ave. 
Commission 


BRA 


418  Bowdoin  St. 
Dorchester 

540  Mass.  Ave. 
Boston 

1  City  Hall  Plaza   BRA 

19  Harlem  St.       Community 
Dorchester 

City  Hall 

111  Wheatland  Ave, 
Dorchester 

82  Armandine  St. 

2249  Washington 
Roxbury 

321  Marlboro  St. 

90  Warren  St. 

90  VJarren  St. 

Brookline 

90  Warren  St. 


B. E.H.I. P. 
APAC 

Rr4A  • 

GRDC 

GRDC 

TAMS 

GRDC 


Phone 
427-9216 

442-5316 

725-4851 


725-3455 

725-3181 

288-4266 

262-3841 

722-4300 
273-7314 

722-4300 
265-57B7 

424-5934 
442-4900 

492-2050 

445-4242 
445-4242 
731-1550 
445-4242 
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Name 


Address 


Affiliation 


Phone 


Donald  Roach 
A.  Anthony  White 
Tommie  J.  McCall 
Wilma  Munroe 
Thomas  Wooten 
Richard  Kemp 
Robert  H.  Haas 

Peter  C.  Calcaterra 
Sue  Clippinger 
Mike  Parham 
Dick  Tilles 
Carlos  Diaz 
Bruce  C.  Boiling 
Paul  Porell 
Beatrice  Williams 
Karen  Harr 
Alfred  Howard 
Sis  Bessie  X 

Rick  Grey 
Rod  Parker 
Roscoe  Morris 

Leon  Stenhaus 


30  Mai Ion  Road 
Dorchester 

9  Nazing  St. 
Roxbury 

26  Greenbrier  St. 
Dorchester 

17  S.  Charlame  Ct. 
Roxbury 

28  Elm  Hill  Pk. 
Boston 

685  Oak  Street 
Brockton 

29  Monadnock  St. 
Dorchester 


131  Clarendon  St. 

City  Hall 

SWCC 

TAMS 

50  High  St. 

972  Blue  Hill  Ave, 

BRA 

28  Union  Park 

City  Hall 

City  Hall 

77  Floyd  St. 
Dorchester 

90  Warren  St. 

306  Dartmouth  St. 

Little  City  Hall 
Roxbury 

59  .Tennis  Rd. 


725-4850 


725-3479 


445-8646 

427-4608 

587-1537 

Virginia-Monad-   436-0494 
nock  St.  Civic 
Association 

MBTA  722-5834 

Mayor's  Office    725-4490 

524-3969 


MBTA 


731-1550 
722-5214 


Little  City  Hall  287-0172 

722-4300 


BRA 
BRA 


536-4575 
722-4300  Ex. 
722-4300  Ex. 
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442-3510 
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Name 


Address 


Affiliation 


Phone 


Edward  Ballo 
Richard  Richardson 

Shirley  Simpson 

Leonard  W.  Christian 

Barbara  S.  Lung 

Leon  McGinnis 

Ralph  Agee 
Clark  Frazier 
Peter  H.  Smith 
William  T.  Baker 
Barry  Porter 
Ron  Nayler 
Elise  Martin 
David  Ransom 

Anthony  Pangaro 
Catherine  H.  Smith* 

Jim  Baecker 
H.  Bunte 

Robert  Lepore 
Cecil  L.  Brown 
Walter  Little 

George  M.  Williams 


74  Waltham  St. 

24  Washington  St. 
Dorchester 

45  High  Street 
Boston 

104  Greenwood  St. 
Dorchester 

114  Pleasant  St. 
Brookline 

117  Regent  St. 
Roxbury 

317  Blue  Hill  Ave, 

29  Union  Park 
306  Dartmouth  St. 
55  Bicknell  St. 
850  Boylston  St. 
City  Hall 

30  Worcester  Sq. 
38  Dwight  St. 

131  Clarendon  St. 
191  Norwell  St. 

City  Hall 

18  Esmond  St. 
Dorchester 

850  Boylston  St. 

27  Dudley  St. 

460  Blue  Hill  Ave, 

90  Warren  St. 


South  End 


MBTA 


445-1145 
722-5878 


South  End 


277-0016 


R.M.S.C, 

SECOT 

CBT 

BRA 

TAMS 

BRA 


Taxpayer  and 
Transit  User 

MBTA 

Dorchester  Fair 
Share 

BRA 

C.W.C.J.E, 

TAMS 

SWCC 

Grove  Hall 
Council 

GRDC 


427-4470 
482-2148 
427-7060 
722-4300 
731-1550 
722-4300 
353-0017 
426-3609 

722-5834 
825-5442 

722-4300 
436-5915 

731-1550 
427-0035 
442-4465 

445-4242 


SOUTHEND 


ROXBURY 


DORCHESTER 


MATT  A  PAN 
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Name 
Frank  Sylvester 
Ted  Landsmark 
Gloria  Moore 
Anthony  B.  Casendino 
Shawn  A.  Moore 

Andrew  Jenkins 
Ralph  LeBeau 
Greg  Dunham 


Address 
141  Orraond  St. 
532  Mass.  Ave. 
306.  Dartmouth  St. 
306  Dartmouth  St. 
110  Floyd  Street 

8  Harlem  St. 

City  Hall 

37  E.  Concord  St, 


Affiliation 
B. W.H.I. P. 
MBTA 

R/ITS 

R/ITS 

HUD 
BRA 
Resident 


Phone 

424-5935 

495-1928 

427-7060 

262-4354 

223-4715 
722-4300 


SOUTH  END 
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MATTAPAN 


MINUTES    OF    PROJECT    COORDINATION    MEETINGS 


APRIL     15,     1977 

Attendees  at  the  first  open  coordination  meeting  for  the  Replacement/ 
Transit  Improvements  Study  were: 

Peter  Calcaterra  MBTA 

Ken  Kruckemeyer  MBTA 

Tony  Casendino  GET 

Dick  Tilles  TAMS 

Clark  Frazier  S.  End 

Ralph  Parta  SWGC 

Sue  Clippinger  Mayor's  Office 

Andy  Jenkins  GET 

Yong  Chang  CTPS 

Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  handing  out  copies  of  1)  a  draft 
memo  on  evaluation  criteria,  2)  a  list  of  alternatives  identified  to  date, 
and  3)  outlines  for  technical  memos  on  service  analysis,  technology  analysis 
and  right-of-way  analysis o    He  requested  comments  on  these  at  next  Friday's 
meeting. 

Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  TAMS  should  prepare  a  preliminary  analysis 
of  as  many  alternatives  as  possible  for  the  May  10  Project  Working  Committee 
Meeting.    Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  we  should  use  as  much  previous  material 
as  possible. 

Dick  Tilles  raised  a  question  about  the  disparity  of  performing  detailed 
engineering  work  for  some  alternatives  (notably  the  light  rail  line  in  the  South 
Cove  area)  while  concurrently  analyzing  transportation  service  alternatives 
on  a  very  preliminary  basis  throughout  most  of  the  study  area,    Clark  Frazier 
and  Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  the  engineering  work  in  South  Cove  was  required 
to  come  up  with  an  alternative  acceptable  to  both  South  End  and  South  Cove 
neighborhoods  to  prevent  political  opposition  from  surfacing  early  in  the  study. 

The  description  of  alternatives  were  briefly  looked  at  and  it  was  suggested 
that  alternatives  be  developed  as  an  outgrowth  of  travel  desires.    Clark  Frazier 
suggested  that  this  indicated  connecting  major  commercial  centers  in  the  area 
such  as  Dudley,  Grove  Hall,  Mattapan,  etc,    Dick  Tilles  said  he  would  try 
this  approach  for  the  next  meeting. 
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We  then  went  over  the  evaluation  criteria.    Ken  Kruckemeyer  suggested 
that  regional  goals  be  included  as  part  of  overall  community  goals.    It  was 
suggested  that  community  goals  be  placed  first  on  the  list  of  criteria.    Clark 
Frazier  said  that  capital  costs  should  be  evaluated  on  an  annual  capital  cost 
basis  as  well  as  first  cost  so  that  longer  lasting  equipment  would  be  more 
fairly  evaluated.    He  also  said  that  operating  costs  should  be  looked  at  from       ■ 
a  standpoint  of  what  is  achievable  as  well  as  current  conditions.    This  provokedfi 
considerable  discussion  concerning  realistic  appraisal  of  operations.    The 
question  of  Central  Subway  capacity  was  raised  as  an  example  and  it  was  sug- 
gested that  the  MBTA  conduct  a  realistic  appraisal  of  future  capacity, 

Yong  Chang  said  that  he  would  present  data  on  trip  desire  lines  at  next 
Friday's  meeting.    He  said  that  he  and  Dick  Tilles  would  get  together  next 
week  to  review  CTPS'  population  projections  which  Dick  Tilles  said  did  not 
take  into  account  differential  neighborhood  growth  in  the  City  of  Boston. 
Clark  Frazier  said  that  the  community  would  be  loath  to  accept  any  forecasts 
of  population  decline  in  the  City.,    Dick  Tilles  said  that  the  study's  credibility 
depends  on  forecasts  which  are  reasonable  and  that  community  goals  alone 
cannot  populate  the  City . 

Yong  Chang  said  that  the  CTPS  model  does  not  take  into  account  the  im- 
pact of  transit  alternatives  on  population  and  economic  growth.    He  said  that 
the  sensitivity  of  the  model  was  such  that  this  shortcoming  would  not  affect 
rldership  forecasts  significantly.    Dick  Tilles  said  that  some  method  (even 
manual  adjustment)  would  seem  essential  to  reflect  the  impact  of  transportation 
alternatives  on  growth.    Yong  Chang  said  that  ridership  should  not  be  an  im- 
portant factor  in  first  stage  evaluation  of  alternatives. 

Sue  Clippinger  said  that  Tom  Pelham  in  Sue  Richardson's  office  had  made 
an  evaluation  of  bus  vs  light  rail  on  the  Watertown  line  and  that  these  data 
would  be  useful  for  the  Replacement  Study.    Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  he 
would  contact  Sue  Richardson  for  this  information. 

APRIL     22.     1977 

Attending  the  second  open  project  working  committee  meeting  were: 


Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

1 

Susan  Richardson 

MBTA 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Cecil  Hansel 

Roxbury 

1 

Clark  Frazier 

South  End 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

1 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Andy  Jenkins 

CBT  (Roxbury) 

f 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Lydla  Mercado 

Uphams  Corner-District  Planner 
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1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  Secretary  Salvucci  has  been  formally  ask3d 
by  Tony  Pangaro  to  attend  the  May  10th  Project  Working  Committee  meeting. 

2.  Tony  Casendino  summarized  major  community  concerns  he  has  been 
hearing  at  meetings  as  follows: 

(a)  The  study  needs  a  major  commitment  by  big  state  and  city 
authorities . 

(b)  The  community  is  still  confused  on  how  the  study  fits  into 
overall  SW  Corridor  development. 

(c)  People  are  not  anxious  to  go  to  meetings  unless  shown  some 
concrete  alternatives  to  which  they  can  react. 

(d)  Most  community  suggestions  at  this  point  concern  service 
problems . 

3.  Problems  in  addressing  our  study  to  local  community  concerns  were 
discussed  at  length.     Sue  Richardson  said  that  people  with  specific  service 
complaints  should  call  722-5700.     Also,  Sue  said  that  she  could  give  us 
complaint  forms  (which  now  are  distributed  only  at  the  T)  to  give  to  persons  who 
raise  specific  problems  at  the  meetings.     Also,  we  should  summarize  concerns 
which  are  heard  frequently  and  send  them  via  memo  to  Sue,  Ron  Tober  and 
Dave  Gunn. 

4.  Tony  Casendino  said  that  many  questions  have  been  raised  about 
whether  or  not  stops  would  be  put  on  the  Midlands  Branch  while  interim  commuter 
rail  service  is  running  between  1979-1983,     Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  stops 
will  definitely  not  be  put  in;  the  ERA  would  not  allow  stops.     Clark  Frazier 

said  that  having  one  or  two  trains  a  day  with  stops  in  the  area  would  not 
serve  the  community  and  only  raise  false  hopes.     Lydia  Mercado  said  that 
some  Uphams  Corner  people  have  actually  said  they're  happy  to  see  trains, 
even  if  they  don't  stop,  as  a  sign  of  activity  in  the  area. 

5.  Sue  Richardson  said  that  some  community-run  para-transit  services 
could  be  useful  in  parts  of  the  study  area.     However,  the  T  will  not  fund  ser- 
vices which  compete  with  regular  bus  lines.     She  said  that  mini-buses  have 
been  a  disaster  for  the  MBTA  and  have  ended  up  with  higher  operating  costs 
than  regular  buses  because  of  maintenance  problems.     Sue  Ciippinger  said 
that  para-transit  services  might  be  oriented  around  the  taxi  industry. 

6.  Yong  Chang  presented  maps  showing  1975  travel  desire  lines  for 
internal  and  external  trips.     Trips  originating  in  the  study  area  were  as  follows: 

(a)  Destinations  in  study  area  -  18% 

(b)  Destinations  inside  Route  128  -  71% 

(c)  Destinations  outside  Route  128  -  11% 

Yong  said  these  were  based  upon  the  A.  M.  Voorhees  gravity  model 
trip  distribution.     School  trips  were  not  included.     Yong  explained  that  the 
results  of  the  gravity  model  analysis  were  adjusted  by  applying  "K"  factors 
where  theoretical  results  did  not  match  actual  ground  counts . 
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7.  The  following  comments  were  made  about  the  travel  analysis: 

(a)  Trips  from  each  neighborhood  to  all  other  areas  should  be 
shown  on  separate  maps. 

(b)  An  "error"  factor  should  be  stated  to  explain  how  accurate  the 
numbers  are  (Michael  Hawkins) . 

(c)  "K"  factor  analysis  should  be  made  public  (Michael  Hawkins) . 

(d)  It  didn't  appear  that  enough  daily  trips  were  generated  (Clark 
Frazier) . 

(e)  Trips  should  be  adjusted  depending  on  future  land  use  development 

(Michael  Hawkins) . 

(f)  Trips  should  be  adjusted  based  on  transportation  alternatives 
(Clark  Frazier  and  Dick  Tilles) . 

(g)  School  trips  must  be  included. 

(h)    These  data  must  not  be  used  alone,  but  be  shown  in  conjunction 
with  travel  information  we  get  from  the  community  (Sue  Clipping er) . 

8.  Michael  Hawkins  said  that  any  transportation  analysis  must  be  performed 
in  conjunction  with  the  City's  policy  on  development  of  the  area.    We  need  some- 
one from  the  City  to  state  this  policy . 

9.  Dick  Tilles  said  it  was  important  that  trip  information  be  agreed  upon 
at  the  coordinating  meeting  level  because  it  was  too  complicated  to  present  at 
proj ect  working  committee  meetings. 

10 .      Peter  Calcaterra  said  the  next  coordination  meeting  should  primarily 
be  concerned  with  what  is  prepared  for  the  May  10th  meeting.     Dick  Tilles 
handed  out  a  preliminary  drawing  showing  an  analysis  for  that  meeting.     It  was 
commented  that  some  sort  of  circumferential  line  must  be  included  in  this  analysis, 
even  if  it  is  not  costed  out. 


APRJL     29,     1977 


Attendees: 

Andrew  Jenkins 

CBT 

Don  Kldston 

MBTA  Planning 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Clark  Frazier 

South  End 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA  Southwest 

Peter  Fine 

South  End 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  Southwest 

Pat  Brennan 

TAMS 

Sue  Richardson 

MBTA  Marketing 

Jim  Baecker 

BPA 

Jaci  Hall 

WFEM 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Sue  Clipping  er 

Mayor's  Office 

Ron  Tober 

MBTA  Operations 

Bob  Lis 

BAC 

Cecil  Hansel 

Roxbury 
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1.  Yong  Chang  discussed  CTPS"  schedule  for  getting  ridership  forecasts. 
Their  transit  network  should  be  ready  next  week,  and  it  will  take  two  additional 
weeks  to  validate  the  model.     This  means  that  the  two  base  case  alternatives 
would  be  run  in  late  May  and  other  alternatives  could  be  programmed  in  early  June . 

2.  Clark  Frazier  asked  how  the  MBTA's  projected  ridership  goals  were  taken 
into  account  in  the  model.     Peter  Fine  asked  how  future  development  projects  such 
as  proposed  Blue  Hill  Avenue  redevelopment  were  incorporated .     Dick  Tilles  said 
that  ridership  forecasts  should  reflect  the  impact  of  a  new  service  on  development 
as  alternatives  become  better  defined.     Peter  Fine  said  it  should  be  made  clear 
that  this  element  is  not  now  taken  into  account  in  ridership  forecasts. 

3.  Yong  Chang  and  Don  Kidston  explained  that  the  modal  split  portion  of 
the  model  incorporates  characteristics  from  the  entire  Boston  metropolitan  region. 

4.  Tony  Casendino  said  that  mode  choice  appears  to  be  influenced  by 
the  community's  perception  of  service.     For  example,  people  remember  bad  ex- 
periences and  this  colors  their  image  of  the  T  and  hence  their  mode  choice. 
People  using  the  Ashmont  line  don't  like  to  see  better  service  being  provided  to 
Qulncy . 

5.  Yong  Chang  said  that  the  model  would  be  adjusted  if  transitAlghway 
volumes  did  not  match  actual  counts.     Paul  Porell  asked  if  unadjusted  results 
could  be  presented  to  the  group,  and  Yong  Chang  agreed  to  do  so. 

6.  Dick  Tilles  presented  a  chart  showing  the  process  of  selecting 
alternatives  in  Phase  I,     Peter  Fine  said  that  all  alternatives  presented  to 
the  community  must  be  simple.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  we  should  show  con- 
nections to  centers,  at  least  at  a  later  date.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  we 
must  show  a  crosstown  link. 

7.  Short  range  service  changes  were  discussed.     Don  Kidston  said 
that  CTPS  has  a  new  short  range  service  planning  model  that  could  be  used  to 
roughly  evaluate  changes.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  putting  buses  into  service 
Is  the  best  way  to  determine  impact.     He  said  that  it  might  be  useful  to  test 
a  Washington  St.  bus  to  downtown.     Sue  Clippinger  said  that  such  a  service 
should  not  be  started  until  the  downtown  transit  loop  is  in  operation.     Clark 
Frazier  said  that  bus  routes  should  be  longer  with  shorter  layovers.     Don 
Kidston  said  that  layovers  give  a  driver  a  chance  to  get  back  on  schedule. 
Sue  Richardson  said  that  we  should  come  to  her  group  with  a  package  of  short 
^term  recommendations  at  some  point  in  time. 

8.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  new  service  should  niclude  transfers  or  zone 
fares.     Sue  Richardson  said  that  transfers  have  been  abused  so  often  that  the 
T  doesn't  like  them. 

9.  Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  Secretary  Salvucci  and  BRA  Chief  Bob 
Walsh  are  expected  at  the  May  10  project  working  committee  meeting. 

10.      Clark  Frazier  said  that  material  for  the  May  10  meeting  should  be 
previewed  at  next  Friday's  coordination  meeting. 
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11.  Dick  Tilles  asked  how  decisions  get  made  at  working  committee 
meetings.     Sue  Clippinger  said  that  the  consultant  asks  for  a  consensus  to 
drop  alternatives.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  it  is  important  that  all  dropped 
alternatives  be  well  documented.     Sue  Clippinger  said  that  the  consultant 
should  inform  people  at  coordination  meetings  of  any  further  work  done  on  al- 
ternatives that  have  been  dropped . 

12.  Tony  Casendino  suggested  that  the  June  project  working  committee 
meeting  be  held  in  a  different  location,  perhaps  on  a  Saturday  morning. 

MAY    6.     1977 


Attendees 

• 
• 

Andrew  Jenkins 

CBT/TAMS 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Bob  LePore 

TAMS 

Tom  Humphrey 

EOTC 

Al  Sopyla 

CTPS 

Paul  Thorn 

TAMS 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA  Southwest 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  Southwest 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Stephen  Clark 

CTPS 

1.      The  meeting  was  devoted  primarily  to  a  review  of  material  proposed 
to  be  handed  out  at  the  May  10  Project  Working  Committee  meeting. 

2  .      Clark  Frazier  commented  that  the  costed  systems  are  misleading  in 
that  more  capacity  and  different  speeds  could  be  provided,  and  stations  could 
be  spaced  differently.     He  said  that  the  term  "rapid  transit"  implies  that  it  is 
faster  than  "light  rail"  which  is  not  necessarily  true.     Dick  Tilles  explained 
that  the  assumed  systems  were  based  on  service  characteristics  for  similar 
services  operated  on  the  MBTA.     It  wasn't  perfect,  but  it  was  a  starting  point. 
It  was  generally  agreed  that  characteristics  such  as  speed,  station  spacing, 
headways  and  such  would  be  downplayed  in  the  presentation  by  not  putting 
these  numbers  on  a  matrix  evaluation  chart. 

3 .      Michael  Hawkins  said  we  should  not  get  into  too  much  technical 
detail  because  it  would  not  be  understood.     He  also  felt  that  the  public 
needed  to  be  educated  on  the  pros  and  cons  of  each  transportation  mode. 
He  said  that  cost  would  not  be  of  much  interest  to  the  community  unless  it 
was  reflected  in  increased  fares.     If  $700  million  is  being  spent  in  Cambridge, 
why  not  also  spend  it  in  Roxbury? 
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4.  Michael  Hawkins  said  that  we  have  to  talk  about  process  and  ex- 
plain what  happens  at  Friday  meetings  as  opposed  to  what  happens  at  Project 
Working  Committee  meetings. 

5.  Al  Sopyla  handed  out  draft  copies  of  CTPS'  market  analysis  and  re- 
quested that  It  be  reviewed . 


MAY    13,     1977 

Attendees: 

Andrew  Jenkins 
Paul  Porell 
Jim  Baecker 
Clark  Frazier 
L.  V.  Randolph 
Al  Haynes 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 
King  Harvey 
John  Brown 
Ralph  Agee 


TAMS/GBT 

BRA 

BRA 

29  Union  Park 

GRDG 

State  House 

(Rep.  Mary  Goode) 
MBTA  Southwest 
John  Brown  Assoc. 
John  Brown  Assoc. 
RMSC 


Sue  Clipping er 
Peter  Calcaterra 
Dick  Tilles 
Tony  Garcia 
Calbert  Booker 
A.  Casendino 
Gwen  Simmons 
Rod  Parker 


Mayor's  Office 

MBTA  Southwest 

TAMS 

TAMS. 

Matt.  Civic  Comm, 

CBT 

CBT 

CBT 


1.  The  first  part  of  the  meeting  was  devoted  to  a  discussion  of  study 
area  land  use.   John  Brown  Associates  (JBA)  has  prepared  a  draft  technical 
memorandum  on  study  area  land  use,  and  John  Brown  and  King  Harvey  of  JBA 
delivered  a  talk  on  its  contents,     Dick  Tilles  said  that  he  would  send  copies 
of  the  memorandum  to  those  at  the  meeting . 

2.  John  Brown  explained  that  the  memo  looks  at  general  land  use  and 
does  not  address  specific  alternatives;  that  will  come  later  in  the  study. 
He  is  beginning  work  on  developing  criteria  for  evaluating  land  use  impacts. 

3.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  a  map  of  population  density  should  reflect 
1975  data,  not  1970  U.S.  census  data.     Paul  Porell  suggested  that  the 
ward/preclnct  map  from  the  1975  state  census  be  used.    John  Brown  said 

he  would  rework  the  map  with  such  data. 

4.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  we  must  make  sure  all  maps  are  O.K. 
before  they  are  presented  to  the  general  public.     He  said  that  we  should  be 
thinking  about  how  graphics  should  be  reproduced  in  the  final  report.     Tony 
Casendino  said  that  Ralph  LeBeau  is  preparing  400  scale  maps  of  the  City 
which  might  be  helpful . 

5.  King  Harvey  showed  a  map  depicting  current/potential  land  use 
problems.     Sue  Clippinger  said  that  the  "problems"  map  is  a  problem  in 
Itself.     It  is  very  subjective  and  might  contain  the  makings  of  a  self- 
fulfilling  prophecy.     Ralph  Agee  said  that  we  need  to  know  criteria  for 
making  such  decisions.     There  was  a  consensus  that  the  map  should  not  be 
shown  to  the  public. 
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6.  Clark  Frazler  said  that  a  study  should  be  made  of  the  impact 
of  heavy  auto  and  truck  traffic  on  residential  streets.     He  said  that  the 
Impact  of  alternatives  on  the  City's  tax  base  should  be  evaluated.     John 
Brown  said  that  residential  stability  is  an  obvious  goal  for  much  of  the 
study  area  and  was  not  necessarily  directly  related  to  the  tax  base. 

7.  Jim  Baecker  discussed  the  BRA's  role  in  the  area.     He  said 
that  declining  commercial  areas  foster  adjacent  residential  decline.     The 
BRA'S  strategy  for  thoroughfares  like  Blue  Hill  Avenue  was  to  get  away  from 
strip  commercial  development  and  concentrate  on  upgrading  commercial 
"nodes"  at  major  intersections  such  as  Grove  Hall  and  Mattapan  Square. 
He  said  that  the  BRA  is  trying  to  get  federal  Urban  Development  Action 
Grant  (UDAG)  funds  for  a  number  of  parts  of  the  study  area. 

8.  Specifically  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  a  commission  is  being  formed, 
and  it  probably  will  be  year  before  any  real  policy  recommendations  come 
out  of  this.     The  BRA  has  halted  a  study  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  traffic  im- 
provements until  results  of  our  study  become  clearer.     Clark  Frazier 

said  that  any  reconfiguration  of  upper  Blue  Hill  Avenue  should  consider 
a  possible  transit  median. 

9.  Tony  Garcia  of  TAMS  presented  a  preliminary  engineering 
feasibility  and  cost  analysis  of  running  a  light  rail  vehicle  from  the 
Green  Line  on  Tremont  St.  to  Washington  St.  in  the  South  End.  He 
looked  at  four  basic  schemes: 

a.  A  tunnel  under  the  Orange  Line  South  Cove  tunnel  (from  BTPR) 

b.  An  at-grade  line  down  Shawmut  Ave.  (from  BTPR) 

c.  A  line  surfacing  on  Marginal  St.  and  running  at-grade  across 

the  Mass.  Tpke. 

d.  A  line  surfacing  in  front  of  the  Don  Bosco  School  and  running 

at-grade  down  either  Washington  St.  or  the  R.O.W.  of  the 
current  Orange  Line  elevated, 

10.  Preliminary  comments  were  that  alternatives  "c"  and  "d"  appeared 
to  provide  a  reasonable  compromise  between  the  costs  of  "a"  (estimated  at 
52  million)  and  the  access  and  noise  problems  associated  with  "b". 

11.  Dick  Tilles  suggested  that  these  materials  be  looked  at  by  the 
MBTA  Southwest  staff  while  Tony  is  out  of  the  country  (2  or  3  weeks) . 
Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  he  would  like  to  check  some  of  the  grades  used  in 
these  schemes, 

12.  Scheme  "d"  included  a  connection  to  the  South  Cove  Orange  Line 
station.     It  was  suggested  that  all  schemes  include  costs  for  such  a  con- 
nection . 
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MAY    20.     1977 


Attendees: 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA  Southwest 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  Southwest 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

Susan  Richardson 

MBTA  Community  Affairs 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Lynch 

MBTA  Community  Affairs 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Clark  Frazler 

South  End 

Andrew  Jenkins 

CBT- Roxbury 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Jim  Baecker 

BRA 

Cecil  Hansel 

Roxbury 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

1 .     A  questionnaire  for  a  survey  of  transit  riders  at  selected  Orange 
and  Red  Line  stations  was  handed  out.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  it  would  be 
biased  because  it  wasn't  sampling  persons  who  only  use  buses  and  persons 
who  don't  now  use  the  Orange  Line  but  might  if  it  were  more  convenient. 
Ken  Kruckemeyer  explained  that  it  is  important  to  pick  up  bus  riders  and  that 
this  would  be  done  in  October  when  the  T  performs  a  system-wide  survey.     For 
now  it  was  too  expensive  and  time-consuming  to  survey  bus  riders  and  parti- 
cularly non-riders  (who  would  require  a  home  interview) . 

2 .  Dick  Tilles  explained  that  the  survey  primarily  was  Intended  to 
determine  origins  and  destinations  of  current  riders.     Current  CTPS  data  are 
based  on  1963  home- interview  surveys  and  are  way  out  of  date  particularly 
in  the  Study  Area .     Just  finding  out  characteristics  of  current  riders  is  im- 
portant in  planning  a  replacement  system.     The  fact  that  non-riders  are  not 
surveyed  does  not  mean  they  will  not  be  Included  in  future  rldershlp  pro- 
jections. 

3.  Clark  Frazler  said  that  critical  bus  routes  such  as  Mass.  Ave.  and 
Blue  Hill  Ave.  routes  be  surveyed  anyway.     He  said  the  survey  was  important 
enough  and  controversial  enough  to  run  through  the  Project  Working  Committee 
on  Tuesday  night.     Michael  Hawkins  agreed  and  said  that  if  possible  It  should 
be  reviewed  by  major  groups  such  as  SWCC  and  SEPAC.     He  said  that  it  was 
unwleldly  to  run  it  through  the  PWC,  but  no  other  policy  making  groupcwas 
,ava  liable. 

4.  Immediate  bus  Improvements  were  then  discussed.     Susan  Richardson 
said  that  it  would  be  most  helpful  if  specific  bus  route  changes  could  be  pre- 
sented to  her.    Tony  Casendino  said  that  most  people  don't  want  changes, 
they  just  want  constant  schedules  and  buses  that  adhered  to  them. 

5.  Questions  were  brought  up  pertaining  to  the  MBTA's  quarterly 
schedule  changes.     Susan  Richardson  said  that  these  changes  were  made  to 
permit  small  scheduling  changes  to  be  made  when  deemed  necessary  by  the 
schedules  department.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  a  constant  schedule  would 
permit  easy  compilation  of  all  routes  into  a  book.     Also,  it  would  facilitate 
posting  of  schedules  at  stops.     Susan  Richardson  said  that  schedule  changes 
should  be  publicized  better. 
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6.  Michael  Hawkins  suggested  that  Susan  Richardson  talk  to  people 
at  meetings  to  find  out  what  their  problems  were.  Susan  said  that  the  RTIS 
had  been  doing  just  that  and  was  a  more  appropriate  source  of  information. 

7.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  MBTA  policy  should  be  that  night  bus 
service  run  no  less  frequently  than  1/2  hour.     He  also  said  that  the  #49  and 
#68  bus  lines  were  too  short  and  should  run  to  Dudley.     He  also  said  that 
lack  of  a  free  transfer  leads  to  inequities. 

8.  Peter  Calcaterra  handed  out  a  proposed  working  committee  pro- 
cedures memorandum  which  was  developed  from  the  one  used  for  the  Southwest 
Corridor  project.     The  remainder  of  the  meeting  was  devoted  to  reworking  this 
memo. 


A. 64 


MAY    27,     1977 

Attendees; 

Peter  Galea  terra  MBTA  Southwest 

Ken  Kruckemeyer  MBTA  Southwest 

Clark  Frazler  South  End 

Cecil  Hansel  Roxbury 

Yong  Chang  CTPS 

Ralph  Agee  RMSC/SWCC 

Sue  Cllppenger  Mayor's  office 

Dick  TiUes  TAMS 

Tony  Casendino  CBT 

Andrew  Jenkins  CBT-Roxbury 

Peter  Smith  CBT 

Paul  Pore  11  BRA 

1.  Dick  TiUes  said  that  we  should  meet  with  Bob  Sloane  at  CTPS  with 
respect  to  the  BTPR  Mobility  Study,  the  Circumferential  Transit  Study, 
and  the  proposed  rail  link  in  the  Central  Artery  reconstruction  project, 
Clark  Frazier  said  that  we  also  should  meet  with  the  Core  Area  sub- 
committee of  JRTC.    Tony  Casendino  said  that  Kathy  Stein  -  Hudson 
said  that  the  Committee  was  not  active. 

2.  The  proposed  ridership  survey  forms  were  discu'lssed.    The  major  comments 
were  that,  if  possible,  they  should  be  color-coded  for  differentration 
from  the  North  Shore  survey  and  that  they  should  also  be  in  Spanish. 
Clark  Frazier  said  that  a  question  to  obtain  information  on  the  respondent's 
final  station  should  be  added. 

3.  The  study  question  and  answer  forms  handed  out  at  the  previous  Friday 
session  were  discussed.    It  was  suggested  to  add  information  on  the 
Midland  Branch  work.    Tony  Casendino  said  that  the  forms  should  be 
distributed  to  all  T  employees.    Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  he  would  be 
able  to  do  this,  at  least  for  employees  living  in  the  study  area. 

4.  Study  processes  were  then  discussed.    Clark  Frazier  said  that  the 
best  process  would  be  a  letter  from  Secretary  Salvucci  explaining  how 

r-.        community  concerns  would  provide  input  to  the  study.    Ralph  Agee  said 
that  process  discussions  must  continue  until  the  community  is  convinced 
that  they  will  have  a  major  say  in  the  Study.    Sue  Clippengersaid  that 
the  Project  Working  Committee  wasn't  working.    Clark  Frazier  said  that 
CBT  should  run  meetings  since  they  would  be  better  able  to  get  meetings 
away  from  process  discussions  and  into  transit  alternatives  discussions. 
Cecil  Hansel  said  that  all  process  material  should  be  presented  in  graphic 
form  rather  than  text. 

5.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  neighborhood  meetings  should  be  held  and  that  the 
South  End  needed  more.    Tony  Casendino  explained  that  we  were  partici- 
pating in  more  meetings  south  of  Dudley  because  these  areas  had  not  yet 
been  organized.    It  was  agreed  to  hold  a  meeting  in  the  South  End  prior  to 
the  June  28  PWC  meeting. 
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6.  Tony  Casendino  said  he  would  check  out  the  Charles  Drew  Family  Life 
Center  for  the  June  28  meeting. 

7.  It  was  decided  to  review  the  study  schedule  for  the  next  few  weeks  at 
next  Friday's  meeting. 

8.  SueCUppenger  said  that  an  analysis  of  rebuilt  FCC  operating  costs  is 
available  from  Ernie  Washington  In  Ron  Tober's  office. 

JUNE    3,     1977 


Attendees: 

Andrew  Jenkins 

CBT/Roxbury 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  SW 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Clark  Frazier 

South  End 

Gloria  Fox 

Roxbury  APAC 

Sam  Fuchs 

GTPS 

Sue  C lipping er 

Mayor's  office 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

1.  Population  forecasts  were  discussed.     Sam  Fuchs  said  that  CTPS 
was  planning  to  use  the  State  Census  for  1975  base  data  and  had  assigned 
values  to  CTPS  zones.     CTPS  will  present  these  data  at  next  Friday's 
meeting.     After  that  we  will  have  a  meeting  on  forecasts.     Mike  Hawkins 
mentioned  the  postal  surveys  as  a  source  of  population  trends,  and  Andy 
Jenkins  mentioned  the  ABCD  Planning  and  Development  Office  as  another 
potential  source. 

2 .  Sam  Fuchs  said  that  the  MBTA  will  be  running  their  screenline 
counts  during  the  week  of  June  1 1 . 

3.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  asked  that  CTPS  prepare  a  written  description 
of  their  modelling  techniques  in  time  for  the  June  28  PWC  meeting. 

4.  Distribution  of  technical  materials  was  discussed.     Michael 
Hawkins  said,  and  it  was  generally  agreed,  that  5-10  copies  of  technical 
materials  should  be  available  at  PWC  meetings  along  with  provision  to  mail 
copies  if  demand  is  greater  than  supply.     A  list  of  all  available  memos 
should  be  made  up.     This  list  will  be  sent  our  at  next  mailing. 

5.  Dick  Tilles  said  that  right-of-way  analysis  performed  to  date 
was  basically  an  inventory  of  relevant  data  on  potential  R.O.W.'s  and 
that  we  need  to  define  alternatives  before  analyzing  all  alternatives  on 
each  R.O.W.     There  was  some  disagreement,  but  this  concept  appeared 
to  be  accepted  in  principle.     TAMS  will  present  R.O.W.  inventory  mater- 
ial at  next  Friday's  meeting. 

6.  Service  analysis  was  discussed .     Clark  Frazier  said  that  we 
need  to  compare  bus  operating  speeds  which  Bob  Lepore  said  that  he  was 
doing.    Speeds  will  be  compared  to  other  cities  and  to  other  parts  of  the 

T  system.       An  analysis  of  how  to  improve  the  system  will  be  made.     Ken 
Kruckemeyer  suggested  that  Bob  talk  to  Dick  Barber  at  the  T  about  this. 
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7.  It  was  decided  that  next  Friday's  meeting  would  be  devoted 
primarily  to  land  use  and  that  BRA  district  planners  would  attend. 

8.  Peter  Smith  said  that  the  Charles  Drew  Family  Life  Center  on 
Blue  Hill  Avenue  was  confirmed  for  the  June  28  PWC  meeting. 

9.  Peter  Smith  handed  out  revised  questions  and  answers.     Dick 
Tilles  asked  for  comments  on  them  and  said  that  they  will  be  finalized  this 
week.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  will  contribute  material  on  the  Crosstown  Street 
and  the  Midland  Branch. 


JUNE     10.    1977 


Attendees: 

Andrew  Jenkins 

CBT/Roxbury 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  SW 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA  SW 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Clark  Frazier 

South  End 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Jim  Baecker 

BRA 

1.  Yong  Chang  presented  a  map  showing  1975  population  estimated  by 
CTPS  zone  based  on  (a)  an  update  of  1970  U.S.  Census  data  and   (b)  1975 
State  Census  data.     He  said  that  differences  between  these  two  sources 
were  significant  only  in  the  South  End  and  Roxbury  parts  of  the  study  area . 
The  State  Census  showed  more  people  in  the  South  End  and  fewer  people 
in  Roxbury  than  updated  Federal  Census  data. 

2 .  South  End  residents  thought  that  the  State  Census  data  were  fairly 
accurate  for  the  South  End,  except  for  Castle  Square,  where  population 
appeared  to  be  undercounted.    A  quick  look  at  Roxbury  showed  some  ob- 
vious discrepancies  in  both  sets  of  numbers.     It  was  decided  to  schedule 
a  meeting  where  people  knowledgeable  about  both  communities  could  inter- 
act with  CTPS  to  finalize  1975  zone  population  estimates. 

3.  Population  forecasting  was  then  discussed.    Yong  Chang  handed  out 
a  sheet  showing  CTPS  projections  through  the  year  2000.     The  sheet  con- 
tained two  forecasts;  an  original  CTPS  estimate  which  did  not  differentiate 
between  neighborhoods  and  a  more  recent  forecast  which  does  differentiate. 

4.  Paul  Porell  said  that  BRA  studies  showed  that  Boston's  population 
decline  had  bottomed  out  and  was  increasing  slightly.     CTPS  assumes 
th&t  it  will  continue  to  decline  slightly  over  the  next  25  years.    Yong 
Chang  said  that  Joe  Brevard  of  CTPS  would  discuss  forecasting  procedures 
at  a  future  coordination  meeting . 
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5.  There  was  some  concern  about  the  large  population  declines  forecast 
for  Roxbury  and  North  Dorchester.     Dick  Tilles  said  that  we  should  go  with 
the  original  CTPS  forecasts  for  these  areas,  at  least  In  Phase  I,  since  these 
differences  should  not  Impact  the  relative  levels  of  ridership  enough  to  rule 
out  alternatives  that  look  promising  from  other  standpoints.     Refinements 

in  population  forecasts  could  then  be  worked  on  during  the  remainder  of 
Phase  I  so  that  they  would  be  ready  for  Phase  II.  There  appeared  to  be 
a  general  consensus  in  favor  of  this  approach. 

6.  Peter  Smith  presented  for  review  revisions  to  Questions  and  Answers, 
a  proposed  brochure  for  mail-out  and  an  "information  center"  to  be  placed 
at  local  agencies,  libraries  ,  etc.     It  was  suggested  that  these  could  also 
be  displayed  at  transit  stations  and  supermarkets. 

JUNE    20.     1977 


I 

Attendees: 

Richard  Tilles 

TAMS 

Leora  Jaeger 

MBTA 

Leon  Jacklin 

BRA 

Elbert  Btshop 

SWCC 

Peter  C .  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Yong  B.  Chang 

CTPS 

Robert  A.  Lepore 

TAMS 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Ralph  Agee 

R.M.S 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

.C. 

1 .  Bob  Lepore  described  the  contents  of  a  draft  memo  on  preliminary 
service  analysis  which  was  distributed  at  the  meeting. 

2.  Bus  operating  speeds  were  discussed.     There  was  a  disagreement 
expressed  as  to  whether  the  MBTA's  computer  printout  indicated  actual  or 
scheduled  speeds.     Dick  Tilles  said  that  he  was  certain  that  scheduled 
speeds  were  tabulated,  but  that  he  would  confirm  this  before  the  next 
meeting . 

3.  Elbert  Bishop  said  that  the  section  on  taxis  should  contain  re- 
cognition of  the  fact  that  many  persons  have  been  refused  rides  into  the 
study  area. 

4.  MBTA  fare  structure  and  policy  was  discussed.   Tony  Casendino 
asked  whether  it  was  possible  to  trace  ridership  decline  on  lines  which 
previously  had  free  transfers  (note:  TAMS  will  try  to  get  that  data) .     Elbert 
Bishop  suggested  checking  with  Dave  Gunn  or  Carla  Johnson  regarding 
MBTA  policy  on  commuter  rail  fares . 

5.  Elbert  Bishop  suggested  that  the  impact  of  transfers  on  commer- 
cial centers  be  investigated  and  cited  a  report  by  GRDC  on  the  impact  of 
eliminating  transfers  at  Dudley  Station. 
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6 .  Bob  Lepore  said  that  the  MBTA  does  ndt  now  collect  much  of  the 
data  required  to  evaluate  its  bus  routes  against  its  service  policy.     Peter 
Calcaterra  suggested  that  we  document  the  need  for  new  data  collection 
methods  where  required. 

7.  Elbert  Bishop  said  that  a  high  level  person  who  could  modify 
the  MBTA  service  policy  should  be  at  the  June  28  meeting.     He  also 
suggested  that  the  MBTA  capital  investment  policy  as  well  as  service 
policy  be  included  in  the  report, 

8.  Ralph  Agee  said  that  most  people  don't  even  know  that  the 
MBTA  has  these  guidelines.     He  requested  a  copy,  and  Peter  Calcaterra 
said  he  would  get  one  for  him ; 

9.  Dick  Tilles  went  over  suggested  graphics  for  the  June  28  meet- 
ing. Bob  Lepore  and  Pete  Smith  will  work  these  out  on  Wednesday  at  the 
site  office. 

10.     Elbert  Bishop  went  over  suggested  changes  in  minutes  of  the 
last  PWG  meeting,  notice  of  the  June  28  PWC  meeting  and  the  published 
questions  and  answers.     His  major  comments  were: 

a .  List  of  publications  should  give  brief  summary  of  contents 

b.  Meeting  notice  should  be  bilingual 

c.  Suggestions  handout  should  have  postal  paid  mallback  provisions 

d.  Addresses  given  for  the  minutes  should  be  actual  office  or  home 

addresses 

e.  The  project  site  office  should  be  listed  separately  in  the  questions 

and  answers  rather  than  including  it  in  the  study  area  description 


JUNE    24.     1977 


Attendees: 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA  SW 

Clark  Frazier 

South  End 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA  SW 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Carlos  Diaz 

MBTA  Community  Affairs 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Ralph  Agee 

RMSC 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

1.     Dick  Tilles  handed  out  a  draft  memorandum  entitled  "Comments  on 
Generalized  Alternatives  and  Development  of  Alternatives  for  More  Detailed 
Analysis" .     He  explained  that  the  major  purpose  of  the  handout  was  to  generate 
discussion  and  consensus  on  which  alternatives  should  be  submitted  to  CTPS 
for  ridership  analysis . 
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2.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  asked  If  entire  alternatives  had  to  be  defined  and 
whether  or  not  specific  links  could  be  tested  separately.    Yong  Chang  said 
that  the  ridershlp  model  could  come  up  with  data  on  only  discrete,  completely 
defined  alternatives.     He  explained  that  CTPS  would  finalize  their  model  cal- 
ibration in  two  weeks  and  spend  an  additional  2-3  weeks  running  the  base 
case  alternatives. 

3 .  Clark  Frazier  suggested  that  alternatives  be  about  equally  divided 
between  Blue  Hill  Ave.  and  Midland  Branch  alignments. 

4 .  It  was  suggested  that  all  or  part  of  the  memo  be  sent  out  to  key 
members  of  the  project  working  committee  prior  to  the  next  PWC  meeting. 
This  meeting  was  scheduled  tentatively  for  July  26. 

5.  Bob  Lepore  discussed  items  on  service  analysis  he  would  discuss 
at  the  June  28  PWC. 

6.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  the  analysis  should  look  at  ways  to  more 
effectively  utilize  bus  drivers. 

7.  Peter  Calcaterra  introduced  Carlos  Diaz  of  MBTA  Community 
Affairs.     He  mentioned  that  the  T  was  planning  during  July  to  conduct  a 
few  neighborhood  meetings  to  deal  with  specific  service  complaints.     Ralph 
Agee  said  that  this  might  be  too  many  meetings  for  the  community.     Dick  Tilles 
said  that  SWCC  was  the  organization  that  suggested  having  these  meetings. 

8.  Tony  Casendino  asked  that  our  study  team  receive  community  hand- 
outs generated  by  the  Orange  Line  design.     Peter  Calcaterra  agreed  that  this 
would  be  done. 


JULY     1,     1977 


Attendees: 

1 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

L.  V.  Randolph 

GRDC 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Leon  Jacklin 

BRA                         1 

MBTA                     1 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Peter  Calcaterra 

Margaret  Elshurst 

BCMC 

Dan  Ocasio 

MBTA 

Rosalind  Horner 

Mount  Bowdoin 

Peter  Smith 

CBT                        1 

Museum  of  Afro  | 

Betterment 

Bryon  Rushing 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

American  Histor 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT  1 
SWCC                  1 

George  Alieu 

MBTA 

Mike  Hawkins 

1.  Peter  Calcaterra  suggested  that  Friday  coordination  meetings  be 
held  every  two  weeks  during  July.    We  would  then  see  how  this  works  out  to 
see  if  it  should  be  extended  into  August.    He  asked  Pete  Smith  to  have  regular 
attendees  notified  of  the  change. 

2.  Dick  Tilles  then  asked  for  comments  on  the  specific  transit  alter- 
natives proposed  for  ridershlp  estimation  by  CTPS.    These  alternatives  were 
described  in  a  memorandum  handed  out  at  last  Friday's  meeting. 
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3.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  Grove  Hall  should  become  a  major  transfer 
point  for  buses.    Crosstown  bus  service  would  run  then  in  the  Ruggles/Dudley/ 
Uphams  Corner  corridor  and  an  Ashmont/Grove  Hall/Jackson  Square  Corridor. 
He  suggested  a  time-transfer  (or  "pulse")  alternative  for  testing  by  CTPS.    He 
said  that  feeder  buses  should  feed  stations  as  far  away  from  downtown  as  possible 
to  maximize  passenger  miles  on  rapid  transit  and  minimize  bus  ccngestion  close 

to  downtown . 

4.  Dick  Tilles  said  that  CTPS  Phase  I  output  will  provide  only  total 
line  boardings.    Yong  Chang  said  that  the  model  in  Phase  I  could  estimate 
riders  on  segments  of  a  transit  line  but  would  not  be  accurate  on  a  station  by 
station  basis.    He  said  that  the  alternatives  proposed  were  good  because  they 
were  sufficiently  different  in  terms  of  mode  and  alignment  to  provide  a  good 
test  of  model  sensitivity.    He  said  that  Washington  Street  should  be  used  in 
the  rapid  transit  alternative. 

5.  Pat  Cooke  raised  a  question  on  how  important  the  model  was  in 
selecting  alternatives.    It  was  explained  that  ridership  was  only  one  of 
many  criteria  for  selection. 

6.  Rosalind  Horner  said  that  delineating  new  transit  terminal  might 
be  a  problem  in  that  residential  areas  might  get  undersirable  traffic  and 
commercial  development.    Dick  Tilles  said  this  could  be  a  problem  so  that 
generally  terminal  points  would  be  put  in  existing  commercial  areas. 

7.  Both  Laverne  Randolph  and  Peter  Calcaterra  emphasized  the 
importance  of  retaining  Dudley  Station  as  a  major  node  after  Orange  Line 
Relocation. 

8.  Craig  Inge  said  he  had  been  talking  to  local  businessmen  who 
depended  on  local  bus  routes  for  m.uch  of  their  service  and  would  not  like  to 
see  major  revisions  to  these  routes, 

9.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  alternatives  should  look  at  grid,  tree 
and  time-transfer  system.s  for  alternatives.  Yong  Chang  said  it  was  un- 
realistic to  envision  more  than  one  line  haul  alternative  branch, 

10.  Clark  Frazier  said  it  was  particularly  important  to  run  a  time- 
transfer  system  at  night. 

11 .  The  remainder  of  the  meeting  concentrated  on  redefining  some 
alternatives.    In  particular  Clark  Frazier  suggested  that  an  electrified- 
frequent  service  commuter  rail  alternative  be  tested.    He  also  requested 
that  light  rail  in  Alternative  5,  be  extended  to  Grove  Hall.    A  Washington 
Street/Seaver  Street  light  rail  line  was  also  proposed. 


A. 71 


JULY     15,    1977 


Attendees: 


Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

George  A  lieu 

MBTA 

Mike  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Paul  Pore  1 1 

BRA 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

McCallister  Canada 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

American  History 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Kitty  Langford 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Curtis  Davis 

GRDC 

American  History 

Carlos  Diaz 

MBTA 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Dan  Ocasio 

MBTA 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

1 .  Dick  Tilles  stated  that  the  purpose  of  this  coordination  meeting  was 
to  discuss  the  agenda  for  the  July  26,  1977  project  working  committee  meeting. 
This  will  primarily  include  a  review  of  initial  transit  improvement  alternatives 
that  have  been  developed  for  testing  by  the  study  team.     He  informed  the  group 
that  the  present  schedule  calls  for  the  CTPS  generating  riders  hip  demand  at  a 
rate  of  one  alternative  per  week  beginning  August  1  which  will  continue  to  Octobei 
The  final  phase  1  Feasibility  Report  recommending  four  to  five  alternatives  for 
Phase  2  will  be  completed  by  November,  1977. 

2.  Peter  Calcaterra  requested  that  Mike  Hawkins  be  available  to  help 
disseminate  the  evaluation  results  for  each  alternative  to  the  community  as  they 
become  available  from  the  CTPS  and  study  team. 

3.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  he  was  unsure  that  the  community  will  be 
able  to  adequately  respond  through  this  process  in  terms  of  recommending 
viable  new  alternatives.     In  addition,  he  was  concerned  that  time  limitations 
might  preclude  the  testing  of  all  possible  alternative  links  and  route  segments. 

4.  Tony  Casendino  said  it  was  important  for  the  community  to  review 

an  initial  set  of  draft  recommendations  in  order  to  discern  potential  alternatives 
which  had  not  been  addressed  and  warranting  evaluation. 

5 .  Mike  Hawkins  said  that  he  did  not  like  the  emphasis  given  to  the 
Midlands  Branch  as  an  alternative  alignment  segment  within  the  preliminary 
development  of  alternatives  report  prepared  by  Dick  Tilles.     He  said  he 
would  like  to  see  a  balance  between  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  the  Midlands 
Branch  as  potential  alignment  segments.     In  addition,  a  distinction  between 
replacement  or  improvement  service  should  be  made  for  each  alternative  de- 
veloped. 

6.  Dick  Tilles  said  that  the  differentiation  of  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and 
the  Midlands  Branch  was  not  as  great  as  was  believed  by  Mike.    Service 

to  Dudley  and  Grove  Hall  is  basically  replacement  service  with  improvement 
service  south  of  Grove  Hall  using  either  the  Midlands  Branch  or  Blue  Hill 
Avenue. 
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7.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  the  problem  is  one  of  adequately  com- 
paring one  alignment  segment  with  another,  and  then,  synthesizing  those 
segments  with  merit  into  coherent  and  feasible  alternatives. 

8.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  the  public  will  always  question  how  a 
particular  list  of  alternatives  was  developed  and  why  alternatives  were 
dropped. 

9.  Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  the  preliminary  list  of  alternatives 
developed  by  Dick  should  be  thought  of  as  a  tool  to  discern  potential  align- 
ment corridors  by  acquiring  information  needed  to  make  decisions  concerning 
alignment  and  technologies . 

10.  Dick  Tilles  laid  out  a  series  of  maps  displaying  alternatives 
suggested  for  initial  testing  by  the  CTPS  and  study  team.     He  suggested 

that  these  alternatives  should  be  listed  (prioritized)  in  the  order  in  which  they 
should  be  tested. 

11.  Clark  Frazier  recommended  that,  in  addition  to  evaluating  in- 
dividual alternatives,  combinations  of  alternatives  should  be  evaluated 
during  phase  1,  i.e.,  a  radial  alignment  tested  simultaneously  with  a 
cross-town  alignment.      As  an  example,  he  suggested  a  cross-town  link  with 
the  Red  Line  tested  along  with  one  of  the  radial  alternatives  displayed  on 

the  maps . 

12.  After  considerable  discussion,  a  list  of  seven  alternatives  were 
recommended  by  the  group  to  be  presented  at  the  July  26  working  committee 
meeting  as   initial  alternatives  to  be  tested.     The  seven  alternatives  in- 
clude: 

1.  Washington-Seaver-Blue  Hill  alignment,  LRV  technology 

2.  Washing  ton-Warren -Blue  Hill  alignment,  LRV  technology 

3.  Washington-Dudley-Midland  Branch  alignment,  LRV  technology 

4.  Ruggles -Dudley-Columbia  Point  cross-town  alignment  with  LRV 

technology  in  combination  with  Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill 
alternative  (#2)  above 

5.  Washington-Dudley-Midland  Branch  alignment,  rapid  transit 

technology 

6.  Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill  alignment,  bus  (exclusive  bus  way) 

technology 

7.  Midland  Branch  commuter  rail  in  combination  with  Washington- 

Warren  alignment  to  Grove  Hall  with  LRV  technology 

13.  Carlos  Diaz  said  that  based  on  meetings,  held  between  MBTA 
Community  Affairs  and  Operations,  Bus  Route  15  -  Kane  Square  to  Dudley, 
Route  29  -  Egleston  to  Mattapan,  and  Route  44  -  Dudley  to  Seaver  Street 
will  be  surveyed  during  the  first  two  weeks  in  August.     Part-time  personnel 
will  be  hired  to  evaluate  the  services  for  all  daily  operating  periods. 
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JULY    29.    1977 

Attendees: 


Kitty  Langford 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

American  History 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

McCallister  Canada 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

American 

History 

Ralph  Agee 

RMSC 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

LaVergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Don  Kidston 

MBTA 

George  Alieu 

MBTA 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

1 .  Dick  Tilles  presented  a  detailed  description  of  transit  alternative  2 
(Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill  LRV)  which  included  station  location,  average 
vehicle  speed,  travel  time  and  a  feeder  bus  network. 

2.  Don  Kidston  asked  which  cross-streets  were  closed  as  part  of  the 
installation  of  a  surface  median.     Dick  Tilles  said  that  the  number  of  cross- 
streets  was  taken  from  previous  BTPR  analyses.     (Note:  cross-streets  are 
shown  on  pages  ni-66  and  67  of  the  BTPR  Southwest  Report.) 

3.  Dick  Tilles  explained  that  the  system  assumed  an  average  dwell 
time  of  20  seconds  at  stations.     Mike  Hawkins  wanted  to  know  if  this  was 
realistic  at  major  stations   such  as  Dudley.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  it  might 
be  reasonable  to  use  turnstiles  at  major  stations  like  Dudley  to  cut  down  on 
dwell  time. 

4.  A  lengthy  discussion  about  fares  took  place.     Dick  Tilles  proposed 
that  a  straight  $.25  fare  be  assumed  to  make  it  competitive  with  Orange  and 
Red  Lines .     Don  Kidston  said  that  this  was  against  current  MBTA  fare  policy 
which  charged  $.50  fare  for  surface  trolleys.     Don  explained  that  a  trolley 
was  assumed  to  combine  both  feeder  service  with  downtown  distribution 

like  a  bus-subway  combination,  and,  therefore,  it  was  reasonable  to  charge 
the  equivalent  of  two  fares.     Yong  Chang  said  that  the  model  took  fares  into 
account  for  modal  split  determination  only  and  that  total  travel  time  was  the 
only  consideration  in  assignment  to  the  transit  line.     Both  Ralph  Agee  and 
Mike  Hawkins  felt  that  fare  structure  was  important  in  terms  of  development 
and  public  acceptance.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  public  input  was  required 
for  the  MBTA's  new  Fare  Policy  Committee. 

5.  Clark  Frazier  said  that  more  citizen  input  was  required  in  the 
feeder  bus  network  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line.  It  was  suggested  that 
this  was  more  properly  part  of  the  Orange  Line  Relocation  Study. 

6.  LaVergne  Randolph  said  that  the  bus  system  should  consider 
needs  of  elderly-handicapped,  etc.  even  if  service  was  not  specifically 
required  to  feed  transit  stations.     Paul  Porell  suggested  that  gaps  in  the 
feeder  bus  system  should  be  noted  against  MBTA  spacing  standards. 


A. 74 


7.  Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  a  coordination  meeting  should  be 
held  next  Friday  to  go  over  additional  alternatives  and  that  perhaps  meet- 
ings should  be  held  weekly  during  August. 

8.  Peter  Calcaterra  suggested  that  community  input  on  evaluation 
criteria  be  solicited.     Tony  Casendino  will  get  a  letter  out  soliciting  such 
input. 

9.  Tony  Casendino  said  that  the  next  project  working  committee 
meeting  (Sept.  14)  would  be  held  at  the  Shelburne  Center  (Washington  St. 
and  M.  L.  King  Blvd.). 

AUGUST  5,   1977 


Attendees: 

Peter  H .  Smith 

CBT 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

George  Alieu 

MBTA 

Michael  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Craig  M .  Inge 

GRDC 

McCallister  Canada 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Paul  Pore  11 

BRA 

American  History 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Leon  Hines 

Museum  of  Afro- 
American  History 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  purpose  of  this  coordination  meeting 
was  to  receive  and  review  a  status  report  by  the  CTPS  concerning  development 
of  ridership  demand  projections  for  two  base  case  transit  networks  and  a  set  of 
potential  replacement/improvement  transit  alternatives.     In  addition,  TAMS  staff 
would  present  several  additional  transit  networks  that  had  been  developed  for 
subsequent  incorporation  with  CTPS  work  concerning  ridership  demand  pro- 
jections. 

2.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  extended  discussion  of  "signal  pre- 
emption" assumptions  for  at-grade  LRV  alternatives  was  not  referred  to  in  the 
minutes  of  the  July  29,  1977  Coordination  Meeting.     Mr.  Frazier  retorted 
that  it  was  his  belief  that  the  group  attending  that  meeting  had  agreed  to 
100%  "preemption"  at  minor  intersections  and  partial  "preemption"  at  major 
intersections . 

3.  Mike  Hawkins  asked  that  the  concept  of  signal  preemption  be  ex- 
plained, where  it  is  presently  used,  and  how  well  it  works. 

4.  Bob  Lepore  stated  that  one  type  of  preemptive  system  would  include 
equipment  on-board  the  transit  vehicle  (LRV  or  bus)  which  would  control  traffic 
signals  at  intersections  to  reduce  travel  delays  at  such  points.     He  further 
stated  that  preemptive  systems  are  commonly  used  by  European  light  rail  sys- 
tems and  that  they  do  provide  for  increased  operating  speeds. 
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5.  Paul  Porell  stated  that  advanced  planning  was  proceeding  for  a 
"preemptive"  system  for  the  Commonwealth  Avenue  segment  of  the  MBTA  Green 
Line. 

6.  Mike  Hawkins  responded  that  "preemptive"  technology  assumptions 
for  LRV  alternatives  are  not  necessarily  wrong;  however,  law  enforcement  of 
existing  traffic  codes  is  exceedingly  important  and  must  be  eventually  addressed. 
He  stated  that  spending  millions  of  dollars  on  preemptive  technology  to  cir- 
cumvent municipal  responsibilities  of  traffic  enforcement  is  counter-productive. 

7.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  he  is  also  concerned  with  technological 
overkill  (accompanied  by  high  costs)  in  specifying  alternatives.     Mr.  Frazier 
cited  a  simplified  and  relatively  inexpensive  preemptive  system  including  a 
trip  relay  located  a  short  distance  from  the  signalized  intersection  which  would 
automatically  activate  the  traffic  signals  by  the  passage  of  the  transit  vehicle. 
Mr:  Frazier  stated  that  he  would  like  this  issue  of  preemptive  systems  clarified 
by  the  conclusion  of  Phase  1 . 

8.  Yong  Chang  stated  that  ridership  demand  projections  for  both  Base 
Cases  had  been  completed  by  CTPS.     For  Base  Case  1  (existing  Orange  Line 
structure  south  of  Essex  Station)  a  twenty-four  hour  inbound  boarding  pro- 
jection of  36,000  was  estimated  for  the  1985  projection  year.     For  Base 
Case  2  (relocated  Orange  Line  south  of  Massachusetts  Avenue  Station)  a 
twenty-four  hour  inbound  boarding  projection  of  41,000  was  estimated  for 
the  1985  projection  year.     He  further  stated  that  the  1985  year  of  projec- 
tion primarily  assumes  population  and  employment  stability  from  the  1975 
data  base  used  by  the  CTPS.     Mr.  Chang  believed  that  only  inbound  board- 
ings should  be  used  for  subsequent  analysis. 

9.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  he  would  like  to  see  the  CTPS  develop 
several  bar  charts  displaying  the  relative  proportion  of  inbound  to  outbound 
boardings  to  verify  Mr.  Chang's  contention  that  only  inbound  boardings  should 
be  used. 

10.  Yong  Chang  responded  that  this  was  feasible  and  would  be  done 
at  the  earliest  opportunity.     He  further  stated  that  at  the  next  Coordination 
Meeting  (August  5)  ridership  demand  projections  for  Alternative  2:  Washington- 
Warren-Blue  Hill  Avenue,  LRV  would  be  presented. 

11.  Clark  Frazier  wanted  to  know  why  CTPS  did  not  include  Massachusetts 
Avenue,  Back  Bay,  and  South  Cove  Stations  as  part  of  the  Base  Case  2  ridership 
demand  projections,  as  these  stations  are  clearly  within  walking  distance  of 
many  residents  of  the  study  area. 

12.  Yong  Chang  explained  that  the  present  computer  model  used  by  CTPS 
to  project  ridership  demand  has  aggregated  the  original  590  zones  used  by  a  prior 
CTPS  ridership  demand  model  to  170  larger  zones.     This  procedure  has  increased 
the    difficulty  in  discerning  ridership  patterns  due  to  the  increased  size  of  zones 
used  by  the  present  model.     The  present  model  does  not  provide  a  clear  differ- 
entiation of  trips  emanating  from  the  north  and  south  of  these  stations. 

13.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  he  would  be  willing  to  meet  with  Mr.  Chang 

to  discuss  in  detail    the  computer  techniques  utilized  by  CTPS  to  project  ridership  H 
demand  and  to  report  his  findings. 
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14.  Peter  Calcaterra  concurred  with  Mr.  Frazier's  suggestion  to  provide 
the  group  with  additional  information  concerning  the  CTPS  model. 

15.  After  considerable  discussion,  the  group  attending  this  Coordination 
Meeting  agreed  that  demand  projections  for  Massachusetts  Avenue,  Back  Bay 
and  South  Cove  Stations  must  be  included  for  Base  Case  2  and  alternative  rider- 
ship  demand  projections.     It  was  acknowledged  that  demand  projections  for 
these  stations  would  be  somewhat  "muddy";   however,  their  usefulness  would 

be  particularly  evident  during  the  subsequent  evaluation  of  developed  alternatives 

16.  Robert  Lepore  presented  several  alternative  transit  networks  that  had 
been  recently  developed  by  TAMS  staff.  The  alternative  networks  displayed  and 
reviewed  included: 


Alt.  1 
Alt.  2 
Alt.  3 
Alt.  8 


Washington-Seaver-Blue  HilU  LRV 
Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill,  LRV 
Washington- Dudley-Midland,  LRV 
Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill,  Rapid  Transit 


The  networks  displayed  included  preliminary  information  concerning  alter- 
native alignment,  station' locations,  alignment  construction  assumptions,  train 
lengths,  average  operating  speeds,  headways  (frequency  of  service)  and  a  feeder 
bus  system  serving  the  alternative  alignment  (including  route  layout,  headways, 
and  operating  speeds) . 

After  considerable  discussion  by  the  attending  group,  several  modifications 
of  the  alternative  networks,  as  displayed,  were  recommended.     These  modifications 
included: 

Clearer  definition  of  transit  terms  used  in  defining  the  alternative 
networks  (such  as  vertical  profile,  signal  preemption,  peak  factors, 
etc.) 

Station  names  should  be  consistent  with  existing  stations  where 
applicable,  i,e. , 

Berkeley  Street  to  Dover 

Massachusetts  Avenue  to  Northampton 

Columbus  to  Egleston 

Bus  Route  68  -  Copley  to  E.  Concord  to  be  simplified  and  combined 
with  Route  13  -  Savin  Hill  to  Massachusetts  Avenue  to  provide  one 
extended  cross -town  route  between  Savin  Hill  and  Copley  Square 

Bus  Route  44  -  Dudley  to  Seaver  Street  to  be  included  as  part  of 
feeder  bus  network,  and,  for  several  alternatives,  to  be  combined 
with  Route  19  -  Fields  Corner  -  Jackson  Corner  to  provide  extended 
cross-town  service  between  Dudley  and  Fields  Comer 

Realignment  of  segments  of  Route  8  -  Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station, 
Route  16  -  Andrew-Jackson  Station,  and  Route  22  -  Ashmont-Jackson 
Square 

For  Alternative  3:  Washington-Dudley-Midland,  LRV,  the  addition  of 
a  station  site  between  Dudley  and  Blue  Hill  Avenue  to  be  designated 
"Orchard  Park" 

The  proposed  station  at  Union  Park  in  South  End  to  be  designated 
"Cathedral"  ,7-7 


AUGUST    12,    1977 


Attendees : 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Leon  Hines 

Afro -American 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Museum 

Pat  Brennan 

TAMS 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Mike  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

LaVergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  purpose  of  thisccoordination  meeting 
was  to  review  ridership  demand  projections  for  Alternative  2  (Washington- 
Warren-Blue  Hill,  LRV)  developed  by  CTPS, to  present  the  transit  network  for 
Alternative  5  (Washington-Dudley-Midland,  Rapid  Transit)  developed  by  TAMS 
staff,  and  to  decide  the  order  for  developing  the  remaining  alternative  networks 

2.  Dick  Tilles  asked  to  what  extent  potential  property  takings  should 
be  shown  in  delineating  alternatives.     Clark  Frazier  said  that  property  takings 
should  go  hand-in-hand  with  redevelopment  of  the  street  properties  along  the 
street.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  property  takings  and  redevelopment  should 
be  outlined  in  general  terms  only. 

3.  Bob  Lepore  stated  that  recent  delays  encountered  by  CTPS  would 
probably  preclude  any  review  of  Alternative  2  ridership  demand  projections. 
He  stated  that  the  projections  would  become  available  later  in  the  day. 

4.  Clark  Frazier  asked  if  comments  expressed  at  the  August  5,  1977 
Coordination  Meeting  concerning  the  alternative  networks  developed  by  TAMS 
staff  had  been  addressed. 

5.  Bob  Lepore  stated  that  the  alternative  networks  now  reflect  the 
comments  expressed  at  that  meeting,  as  outlined  in  the  minutes  for  that 
meeting . 

6.  Bob  Lepore  presented  a  map  showing  alternative  5  in  more  detail. 
Rocco  Mancini  throught  that  the  rapid  transit  might  better  feed  into  the  re- 
located Orange  Line  at  Ruggles  rather  than  South  Cove  to  provide  a  linkage 
with  Back  Bay  and  Northeastern.     Mike  Hawkins  said  that  this  would  not 
fulfill  requirements  for  replacement  service.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  suggested 
that  light  rail  to  Dudley  be  included  in  conjunction  with  this  change  to 
satisfy  replacement  service  criteria.     This  change  was  generally  approved, 
and  Sue  Clippinger  suggested  that  testing  the  new  alternative  5  be  deferred 
until  after  the  September  14  PWC  meeting  to  get  PWC  approval  of  the  changes. 

7.  Dick  Tilles  asked  for  comments  on  the  remaining  alternatives  4, 
6  and  7.      It  was  decided  to  extend  the  light  rail  line  in  alternative  7  from 
Washington  Street  to  the  Midland  Branch  where  it  would  intersect  with  a 
commuter  rail  station.     The  commuter  rail  line  was  to  turn  around  at  Read- 
ville  and  have  stops  about  every  mile. 


I 

I 
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8.  Alternative  4  was  to  provide  for  transfer  at  Dudley  between 
radial  and  crosstown  lines  but  not  have  alternating  service  as  suggested 
by  Clark  Frazier. 

9.  Alternative  6  (busway)  was  discussed  in  some  detail.     Peter 
Calcaterra  discussed  the  importance  of  the  ARZ  in  determining  the  busway 
solution.     It  was  decided  that  the  MBTA  would  get  the  ARZ  report  to  TAMS 
as  soon  as  possible,  and  then  Rocco  Mancini,  Dick  Tilles  and  Bob  Lepore 
would  get  together  to  discuss  realistic  bus  operating  speeds  in  downtown. 

10.  Rocco  Mancini  said  that  there  might  be  a  busway  capacity  prob- 
lem if  too  many  buses  are  routed  downtown.     Dick  Tilles  said  he  recognized 
this  and  said  that  many  buses  would  be  routed  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line 
instead  of  going  downtown.     Rocco  Mancini  also  continued  about  eliminating 
existing  bus  stops . 

11.  Because  of  all  the  work  required  to  develop  alternative  6,  it  was 
decided  that  Bob  Lepore  would  develop  alternatives  4  and  7  for  next  Friday's 
meeting  and  alternative  6  the  following  week. 
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AUGUST    19.    1977 


Attendees; 


Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Mike  Hawkins 

SWCC 

Barry  Porter 

TAMS 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

LaVergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  purpose  of  this  coordination  meeting 
was  to  review  ridership  demand  projections  for  Alternative  1  (Washington-Seaver- 
Blue  Hill,  LRV)  and  Alternative  2  (Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill,  LRV)  developed 
by  CTPS,  to  present  the  transit  network  for  Alternative  4  (Ruggles -Dudley- 
Columbia  Point,  LRV;  Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill,  LRV)  and  Alternative  7 
(Midland  Commuter  Rail;  Washing  ton -Warren  (to  Mt.  Bowdoin),  LRV),  and  to 
determine  the  method  of  evaluating  alternatives  in  Phase  I. 

2.  Yong  Chang  presented  1985  transit  ridership  estimates  developed  by 
CTPS  for  Alternatives  1  &  2.     Rocco  Mancini  stated  that  he  could  not  find  any 
figures  pertaining  to  bus  ridership  in  the  estimates.     Yong  Chang  said  that  the 
column  titled  "Grand  Total"  includes  both  bus  ridership  and  riders  diverted  from 
automobile  and  other  forms  of  transportation.     Sue  Clippinger  asked  if  CTPS 
could  add  a  column  showing  new  transit  riders .     Yong  Chang  said  that  the 
model  could  not  show  just  the  bus  users  and/or  new  riders.      He  said 

that  he  could  add  a  column  showing  riders  diverted  from  auto  use,  and  that 
bus  users  will  be  represented  in  the  grand  total.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  asked  that 
this  column  be  added  to  the  projected  ridership  totals  for  each  alternative. 

3 .  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  model  used  by  CTPS  had  many  de- 
ficiencies in  the  assumptions  used.     Peter  Calcaterra  asked  Clark  to  discuss 
the  issue  with  Yong  Chang. 

4.  Bob  Lepore  presented  a  map  and  handouts  discussing  Alternative  4. 
Clark  Frazier  said  that  the  tunnel  portion  between  Huntington  Ave.  and  Ruggles 
Station  could  be  at-grade.     He  also  suggested  that  a  bus  service  from  Ruggles 
to  Cambridge  be  added  so  as  to  show  continuous  circumferential  service. 

Bob  Lepore  said  that  he  could  reduce  the  headways  for  Route  10/47  so  as 
to  coincide  with  the  headways  on  the  LRV.     Clark  Frazier  asked  if  zero 
waiting  time  would  be  the  result.     Yong  Chang  said  that  a  zero  waitintf 
time  could  not  be  used  for  any  particular  bus  route.     Sue  Clippinger 
asked  if  the  crosstown  line  could  be  shown  extending  beyond  Columbia 
Station  to  Columbia  Point.     Bob  Lepore  said  that  he  did  not  want  to  in- 
clude ridership  data  from  outside  the  study  area  in  the  alternative.     How- 
ever, if  the  consensus  was  to  extend  the  line,  he  would. 
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5.  Rocco  Mancini  stated  that  the  operating  speeds  were  very  high. 
He  asked  Bob  Lepore  how  these  speeds  were  reached.     Bob  stated  that  his 
source  was  "Light  Rail  Transit:  State  of  the  Art  Review, "  DeLeuw,  Gather 
and  Company,  as  well  as  the  Bruce  Campbell  report  on  the  MBTA  Beacon  St. 
line.     Rocco  Mancini  said  that  even  with  signal  preemption,  there  were 
too  many  stops  for  an  LRV  to  operate  at  the  speeds  shown.     Mike  Hawkins 
stated  that  we  must  include  present  MBTA  operating  characteristics  in  de- 
veloping the  alternatives  and  not  assume  otherwise.     Bob  Lepore  said  that 
he  would  look  at  the  assumed  average  operating  speed  for  the  Huntington- 
Ruggles  segment. 

6.  Bob  Lepore  presented  a  handout  and  map  describing  Alternative  7 
in  more  detail.     Rocco  Mancini  asked  Bob  why  he  didn't  use  the  same  assump- 
tions for  operating  speeds  on  commuter  rail  as  he  had  for  the  LRV.     Sue 
Clippinger  wanted  to  know  if  electric  vehicles  were  considered.     It  was 
agreed  that  Bob  would  contact  the  commuter  rail  section  of  the  MBTA  for  more  data 
on  the  technology  and  the  MBTA's  future  plans.     Mike  Hawkins  wanted  to  know  what 
the  fare  structure  would  be.     Yong  Chang  said  that  it  was  assumed  to  be  the 
same  as  an  LRV.     This  was  because  the  CTPS  model  is  not  programmed  for 
zone-zone  fare  changes,  therefore  comparable  distances  were  assigned  com- 
parable costs.     Mike  Hawkins  said  that  fare  structures  must  be  looked 
at  realistically  in  order  for  the  alternative  to  be  evaluated.     Peter  Calcaterra 
said  that  since  fare  will  not  affect  the  ridership  projections,  CTPS  might 
consider  manually  adjusting  the  projections  in  order  to  show  differences 
in  fares.     The  headways  on  the  Midlands  will  remain  at  15  minutes  not  5 
minutes  as  Clark  Frazier  suggested.     Ken  Kruckemeyer  stated  that  the 
station  in  Hyde  Park  should  be  Fairmount  rather  than  Cleary  Sq. 

7.  Tony  Casendino  stated  that  he  had  received  a  questionnaire  back 
from  the  community  which  commented  on  how  the  replacement  service  would 
be  paid  for.     Sue  Clippinger  said  that  it  would  come  from  the  MBTA  operating 

budget  and  not  be  paid  for  Boston  residents  only.     Tony  said  that  some  people  .■ 

were  afraid  that  the  suburbs  would  attempt  to  make  a  deal  so  as  to  avoid  paying  ^ 

for  a  Roxbury  transit  line. 

8.  Tony  Casendino  presented  a  handout  with  various  additional  criteria 
to  be  considered  in  evaluating  the  alternatives.     Sue  Clippinger  asked  if  effects 
on  existing  bus  networks  will  be  considered.     Clark  Frazier  stated  that  all  transit 
riders  will  be  affected  by  the  alternatives. 

9.  Clark  Frazier  asked  if  phasing  of  construction  will  be  added  to  the 
list.     Tony  Casendino  said  that  he  was  open  to  suggestions. 

10.  Rocco  Mancini  said  that  there  were  already  too  many  criteria  for 
consideration  in  Phase  I.     Tony  Casendino  said  that  there  are  two  major 
suggestions  that  have  been  made  concerning  the  list.     The  first  is  to  reduce 
it  to  just  Phase  I,  the  other  is  to  include  all  criteria  to  be  considered  in 
Phases  I  and  II.     Presently  the  list  includes  all  criteria. 

11 .  Pat  Cooke  announced  that  the  bus  survey  has  been  completed,  and 
the  results  will  be  presented  in  two  weeks. 
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12.  Bob  Lepore  will  present  Alternative  6  at  the  next  meeting.     The 
further  development  of  criteria  will  also  be  discussed  at  that  meeting. 

13.  Mike  Hawkins  suggested  that  parliamentary  procedure  be  con- 
sidered for  use  at  future  coordination  meetings. 

AUGUST    26.    1977 


Attendees: 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Barry  Porter 

TAMS 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Roc  CO  Mancini 

MBTA 

Alice  Gray 

BRA 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Peter  Smith  CBT 

Pat  Cooke  CBT 

Cecil  Brown  SWCC 

Michael  Hawkins  SWCC 

Craig  M.  Inge  GRDC 

Clark  Frazier  SECOT 


1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  opened  the  meeting  by  asking  Peter  Smith  to  explain 
CBT's  plans  for  the  developing  of  criteria  to  be  used  at  the  next  Project  Working 
Committee  Meeting.     Peter  Smith  said  that  the  members  would  be  presented  with 
a  list  of  qualitative  criteria.     They  would  be  asked  to  listen  to  the  alternatives 
being  presented  and  then  comment  on  how  they  met  the  criteria  after  all  alter- 
natives are  presented.     Dick  Tilles  agreed  that  most  people  attending  the  PWC 
meetings  are  more  concerned  with  the  alternatives  presented  than  with  what  cri- 
teria should  be  used.   Peter  Smith  handed  out  a  list  of  qualitative  criteria  which 
CBT  has  developed.     Peter  Calcaterra  suggested  that  these  be  discussed  when 
Mike  Hawkins  is  present. 

2 .  Pat  Cooke  stated  that  Dick  Tilles  should  decide  upon  the  format 
for  the  September  PWC  meeting  as  quickly  as  possible.     Dick  Tilles  agreed  to 
present  a  draft  of  the  proposed  agenda  at  the  next  coordination  meeting. 

3.  Yong  Chang  presented  CTPS'  latest  ridership  estimates  for  Alter- 
natives 1,2,3  and  Base  Cases  1  and  2.     He  noted  that  columns  have  been 
added  to  show  the  number  of  transit  riders  diverted  from  bus  and  auto.     Mike 
Hawkins  suggested  that  a   negative  be  placed  in  front  of  the  diversions  in  order 
to  better  explain  the  data.     He  said  that  as  it  currently  appears,  some  people 
might  confuse  the  total  diverted  from  bus  to  be  the  number  of  bus  users.     Dick 
Tilles  stated  that  the  model  would  not  show  total  revenue  generated  as  the  only 
diverted  bus  riders  included  are  those  who  rode  buses  exclusively. 

4.  Mike  Hawkins  asked  if  a  column  showing  new  riders  could  be  added. 
Many  people  would  now  ride  transit  for  shopping  trips  into  new  developments  if 
conditions  were  improved.     Yong  Chang  said  that  the  1975  trip  table  used  in  de- 
veloping the  model  considered  shopping  trips  into  surrounding  and  local  areas. 
Peter  Calcaterra  asked  Mike  Hawkins  if  SWCC  would  share  the  population  data 
used  in  their  development  report  with  CTPS  for  future  use.     Dick  Tilles  stated 
that  the  committee  must  consider  future  development  such  as  Columbia  Point  and 
Blue  Hill  Ave.  in  evaluating  alternatives.     Mike  Hawkins  asked  if  CTPS  could  de- 
velop projections  on  a  ten-year  basis  between  19  85  and  2005.     It  was  decided  to 
continue  using  1985  and  2000  projections  however,  during  Phase  I. 
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5.  Mike  Hawkins  asked  Yong  Chang  to  bring  a  copy  of  the  Programming 
Document  used  by  CTPS  in  developing  the  Program.     Yong  stated  that  the  doc- 
ument costs  $10  and  is  available  for  inspection  at  CTPS.     Rocco  Mancini  stated 
that  the  document  would  be  too  technical  for  most  people  to  understand.     Mike 
Hawkins  asked  Peter  Calcaterra  to  decide  upon  purchasing  it.      Peter  Calcaterra 
asked  Yong  Chang  to  bring  an  annoted  printout  of  an  alternative  to  the  next  co- 
ordination meeting , 

6.  Dick  Tilles  asked  Yong  Chang  if  he  could  explain  Table  2  of  the  CTPS 
handout.     Yong  Chang  explained  that  the  divided  Alternatives  1,  2  and  3  into 
three  sections  each.  Northern  (South  Cove-Dudley,  excluding  Dudley),  Middle 
and  Southern.     Dudley  was  included  in  the  middle  segment  so  as  to  stabilize 
the  northern  segment.     Mike  Hawkins  asked  Yong  to  revise  the  column  labeled 
"Remarks"  so  as  to  minimize  confusion.     The  column  presently  explains  what 
route  the  alternative  takes  in  the  Middle  section.     Peter  Calcaterra  asked  Yong 
to  show  the  ridership  with  Dudley  Station  in  the  Northern  Section  at  the  next 
meeting.     Rocco  Mancini  said  that  Table  2  actually  does  not  explain  as  much 

as  Table  1  and  may  be  deceiving, 

7.  Dick  Tilles  presented  a  map  and  handouts  explaining  Alternative  6: 
Washington-Warren-Blue  Hill,  Busway,     Dick  said  that  due  to  the  complexity 
of  the  alternative  those  present  may  wish  individual  copies  of  the  alternative 

in  order  to  review  it,     Peter  Smith  asked  if  there  were  any  right-of-way  problems 
with  the  proposal.     Dick  Tilles  said  that  one-way  loops  have  been  considered  in 
the  area  of  Grove  Hall.     He  noted  that  this  has  been  a  problem  area  in  alternatives 
2,  4  and  7  where  tunnels  were  used.     Rocco  Mancini  stated  that  the  headways 
for  the  buses  using  the  Busway  were  too  high.     He  said  that  the  present  head- 
ways placed  constraints  on  the  system's  capacity.     Yong  Chang  said  that  lower 
headways  for  the  feeder  bus  service  would  provide  more  advantages  for  the 
user  of  Alternative  6  when  compared  to  the  alternatives.     Clark  Frazier  said 
that  if  we  now  find  that  the  feeder  service  for  this  alternative  cannot  meet  the 
demand  we  can  apply  the  findings  to  other  alternatives.     Dick  Tilles  said  that 
most  bus  routes  were  assigned  the  same  headways  as  in  other  alternatives, 
that  most  feeders  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line  will  use  the  busway  temporarily, 
others  will  be  assigned  to  the  busway  as  will  special  sections  of  feeders.     The 
highest  headway  along  the  busway  will  be  between  Morton  St.  and  Mattapan. 
Dick  said  that  some  routes  would  have  the  headways  lowered  to  5-10  minutes 
for  testing  the  model. 

8.  Peter  Smith  repeated  his  explanation  of  the  development  of  criteria. 
He  would  like  to  form  a  committee  to  discuss  the  qualitative  criteria  to  be  used  . 
and  will  meet  with  Mike  Hawkins  and  Ralph  Labeaux. 
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SEPTEMBER    2.     1977 


Attendees : 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

McCallister  Canada 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Al  Sop  y  la 

CTPS 

American  Histc 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

Carlos  Diaz 

MBTA 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

George  Alieu 

MBTA/Southwesi 

Alice  Grey 

BRA 

Corridor 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Craig  M.  Inge 

GRDC 

Paul  Pore  11 

BRA 

Leon  Hines 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Rod  Parker 

CBT 

American  Hist 

1.  Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  asking  Al  Sopyla  to  report  on 
ridership  projections  for  Alternative  4:    Ruggles  -  Dudley  -  Columbia 
Point,  LRV;   Washington  -  Warren  -  Blue  Hill,  LRV  and  Alternative  8: 
Washington  -  Warren  -  Blue  Hill,  Rapid  Transit. 

2.  Rocco  Mancini  stated  that  he  had  a  problem  with  the  ridership 
projection  format  for  Alternative  4  which  combined  ridership  for 
both  radial  and  cross-town  components  of  the  alternative. 

Mr.  Mancini  stated  that  such  a  format  would  distort  the  relative 
viability  of  this  alternative  with  respect  to  the  other  alternatives 
which  incorporate  only  radial  alignments. 


3.        Dick  Tilles  acknowledged  this  concern  and  stated  that  the  format 
for  expressing  Alternative  4  projected  ridership  could  be  altered 
to  display  projected  ridership  for  the  radial  and  cross-town  com- 
ponents.   Mr.  Mancini  agreed  to  this  alteration.    Al  Sopyla  stated 
that  the  second  page  of  his  hand-out  included  ridership  projections  for 
each  component  of  Alternative  4. 


4.  Sue  CUppenger  asked  M'hy  projected  ridership  for  the  section 
south  of  Grove  Hall  for  Alternative  8  differed  so  little  from 
projections  for  the  light  rail  alternatives  which  assumed  lower 
operating  speeds. 

5.  Bob  Lepore  explained  that  Alternative  8  assumed  fewer  station 
sites  for  this  section  as  opposed  to  the  light  rail  alternatives 
which  would  tend  to  extend  average  trip  lengths  and  times  to 
station  sites  from  surrounding  areas. 

6.  Dick  Tilles  mentioned  that  the  evaluation  methodology  for  the 
study  would  assume  alternative  evaluation  as  a  function  of  mode 
as  well  as  by  alignment. 


A. 84 


7.  Pat  Cooke  and  Carlos  Diaz  discussed  their  joint  survey  of  service 
performance  of  MBTA  Route  29-Egleston  to  Mattapan,  Route  44- 
Dudley  to  Seaver  Street,  and  Route  15-Dudley  to  Kane  Square. 
Mr.  Diaz  stated  that  he  had  not  completed  his  evaluation  of  the 
data  complied  for  Routes  15  and  29.    However,  his  preliminary 
findings  for  Route  44  showed  considerable  problems  with  schedule 
adherence  during  the  evening  peak  period  and  late  evening  period, 
as  well  as  actual  trips  run  as  a  function  of  scheduled  trips. 

8.  Rocco  Manclnl  stated  that  this  exemplifies,  in  part,  problems  with 
extended  headways,  i.e. ,  people  will  not  utilize  bus  services 
with  long  potential  wait  times. 

9.  Sue  Ciippenger  stated  that  these  results  still  show  a  management 
performance  deficiency. 

10.  Carlos  Diaz  stated  that  establishment  of  a  small  group  to  constantly 
review  the  operating  performance  of  every  route  within  the  MBTA 
would  provide  an  excellent  low  cost  management  performance  tool 
not  now  available.  Mr.  Diaz  further  stated  that  he  would  present 
his  findings  at  the  September  13  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting. 

11.  Dick  Tilles  distributed  a  preliminary  list  of  evaluation  criteria 
to  be  developed  and  displayed  for  each  alternative  for  the 
September  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting. 

12.  Both  Rocco  Manclnl  and  Sue  Ciippenger  believed  that  too  many 
specific  criteria  were  listed  for  purposes  of  public  display. 
Both  people  believed  that  fewer  criteria,  displaying  the  salient 
features  of  each  alternative,  would  be  more  appropriate. 

SEPTEMBER     9.     1977 


Attendees: 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Daniel  Ocasio 

MBTA 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Alice  Gray 

BRA 

Rocco  Manclnl 

MBTA 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Rosalind  Horner 

MBTA 

McCallister  Canada 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

American  History 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

George  Alteu 

MBTA 

1.  Dick  Tilles  distributed  preliminary  copies  of  material  to  be  presented 
at  the  September  14  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting.  This  material  was  re- 
viewed by  those  present. 
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2.  Dick  explained  that  data  for  the  bus  alternative  (6)  might  only  be  avail- 
able on  the  day  before  the  meeting  and  would  need  to  be  checked  out  thoroughly 
before  being  presented  to  the  public.     Peter  Calcaterra  said  that  the  material 
should  be  presented  with  disclaimers.     He  also  said  that  alternative  5  should 

be  shown  as  previously  outlined  at  the  July  26  PWC  meeting,  even  though  we 
are  recommending  a  revision  to  the  Plan.     The  revision  would  be  shown  as  a 
dotted  line. 

3.  McAllister  Canada  asked  about  the  significance  of  cost  data,  and 
just  who  would  be  paying  for  the  transit.     Dick  Tilles  explained  that  the  fed- 
eral government  would  be  asked  to  pay  for  80%  of  the  capital  construction  cost. 
The  operating  cost  would  be  borne  by  the  MBTA,  and  any  deficit  would  be  passed 
onto  the  cities  and  towns,  including  Boston.     Mr.  Canada  then  requested  the  con- 
sultant to  explain  how  ridership  for  a  transit  system  could  be  generated  when  the 
alternative  has  not  been  constructed  and  operated.     Dick  Tilles  explained  that 
the  computer  is  used  as  a  tool  to  predict  ridership  for  planning  purposes. 

4.  Rocco  Mancini  reiterated  his  demand,  made  at  last  week's  meeting, 
that  riders  on  the  crosstown  link  of  alternative  4  be  shown  separate  from  other 
riders.     It  was  agreed  that  alternative  4  ridership  projections  would  be  disaggregated 
for  the  crosstown  and  radial  alignments  of  the  alternative.     Thiar  would  also 

be  done  for  alternative  7  ridership  projections  . 

5.  Dick  Tilles  explained  that  the  neighborhood  to  downtown  trip  time 
estimates  for  each  alternative, to  be  included  in  the  material  presented  at  the 
September  14  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting,  may  not  necessarily  assume 
usage  of  the  respective  alternative  should  a  shortest  time  path  exist  elsewhere. 
Mr.  Tilles  stated  that  this  procedure  would  indicate  the  ability  of  an  alternative 
to  provide  improved  service  (in  terms  of  travel  time)  to  major  Study  Area  locations. 

6.  McAllister  Canada  asked  what  inform.ation  will  be  going  to  the  public. 
Peter  Smith  said  that  summaries  of  the  information  given  out  at  the  September  14 
meeting  will  be  distributed  to  the  general  public  at  other  meetings. 

7.  Dan  Ocasio  suggested  that  right-of-way  requirements  be  indicated  on 
sheets  showing  each  alternative  rather  than  on  the  summary  sheets. 

8.  Yong  Chang  of  CTPS  showed  rider  results  from  alternative  7.     These 
results  showed  only  a  limited  number  of  railroad  riders  on  the  Midland  Branch  be- 
cause of  less  frequency  of  service  and  few  connection  possibilities  at  South  Station. 
About  5,000  inbound  passengers  were  using  the  line,  including  1,200  south  of 
Mattapan. 

9.  Strategies  for  presentation  at  the  PWC  meeting  were  discussed.     It 
was  recommended  that. the  consultant  comment  on  the  significance  of  the  results 
without  making  final  recommendations  until  the  October  18  meeting. 

10.      Rosalind  Horner  asked  what  information  would  be  provided  at  the 
September  PWC  meeting  that  was  not  available  at  the  July  26  PWC  meeting. 
Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  we  now  have  more  information  than  merely  lines 
on  a  map.     This  new  information  includes  capital  and  operating  costs,  rider- 
ship, trip  times  and  additional  right-of-way  analyses. 
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SEPTEMBER     16.     1977 

Attendees: 

, 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Leon  Hines    -Museum 

of  Afro 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Lavergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor' s 

Office 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Dick  TlUes 

TAMS 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Rocco  Mancini 
Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 
MBTA 

1.        Dick  TiUes  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to  review 
Alternative  5,  as  amended,  and  to  discuss  and  develop  a  list  of  additional 
alternatives  that  warrant  evaluation  during  Phase  I. 


2.  Craig  Inge  asked  why  trip  time  information  for  each  alternative  presented 
at  the  September  14  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting  included  walk  plus  wait 
time.    Dick  Tilles  explained  that  the  foldout  map  included  station  to  station  time. 
However,  the  preliminary  evaluation  text  included  zone  to  zone  trip  time  estimates. 
Mr.  Tilles  explained  that  this  was  done  In  order  to  provide  a  standardized  means 

of  comparing  alternatives  in  terms  of  improved  transit  travel  times  to  various  Study 
Area  neighborhoods. 

3.  Dick  Tilles  presentedan  amended  Alternative  5  (Ruggles  Station  to  Mattapan, 
Rapid  Transit;    Washington  Street  to  Dudley,  LRV) .    Rocco  Manclnl  stated  that 
proposed  headways  of  4  minutes  for  each  rapid  transit  branch  south  of  Ruggles 
apd  2  minutes  north  of  Ruggles  was  not  reasonable  In  terms  of  4  minute  headways 
assumed  for  Base  Case  2  -  Relocated  Orange  Line  only.     Dick  Tilles  responded 
that  these  headways  are  basically  consistent  with  headways  generated  for 
Alternative  8  and  Base  Case  2.    Mr.  Manclnl  stated  that  he  was  concerned  about 

operating  2  minute  headways  downtown  and  that  excessive  ridership  would  be 
projected  for  this  alternative  with  such  headway  assumptions.     After  further  dis- 
cussion, the  group  agreed  that  CTPS  should  test  the  level  of  headway  sensitivity 
of  the  model  by  running  Base  Case  2. at  greater  than  4  minute  headways. 

4.  Dick  Tilles  began  to  discuss  several  new  transit  alternative  concepts 
for  potential  development  and  evaluation  during  the  next  four  weeks.    Alterna- 
tive 9  would  assume  similar  alignments  to  Dudley  and  Mattapan  as  Alternative 

5.  However,  the  alignment  to  Mattapan  would  be  utilized  by  LRV  technology 
and  connect  with  the  Huntington  Avenue  Branch  of  the  Green  Line .     The 
alignment  to  Dudley  would  assume  high  frequency  bus  service  Into  the  Down- 
town ARZ.     This  alternative  was  suggested  for  consideration  in  the  MBTA's 
Program  for  Mass  Transportation  (PMT).    Clark  Frazler  responded  that  this 
Alternative  and  Alternative  5  differed  only  by  mode;   therefore,  it  was  best 
suited  for  the  Phase  2  alternatives  analysis.       Dick  Tilles  responded  that 
present  Phase  I  work  was  essentially  an  alternatives  analysis.     In  addition,  Mr. 
Tilles  stated  that  since  such  an  alternative  will  have  to  be  evaluated  at  some 
point,  the  community  and  Study  would  best  be  served  If  this  Alternative  were 
evaluated  at  this  point.    Mr.  Frazler  agreed  that  evaluation  of  this  alternative 
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was  perhaps  Inevitable,  but,  he  would  prefer  to  delay  development  of  this 
alternative  until  rldership  projections  for  Alternative  5  were  available  and 
additional  operations  analysis  for  alternative  6  (Busway)  was  completed. 
Dick  Tilles  tentatively  agreed  to  this  schedule. 

5.  Dick  Tilles  proposed  an  augmented  feeder  bus  alternative  to  the  relocated 
Orange  Line,  essentially,  an  Improved  Base  Case  2.    Mr.  Tilles  further  stated 
that  this  proposed  alternative  would  be  In  addition  to  further  operational  develop- 
ment and  rldership  estimations  for  Alternative  6-Busway.    Mr.  Tilles  Informed  the 
group  that  George  Casper,  TAMS  staff,  would  make  a  presentation  on  signal 
preemption  at  the  September  23  Coordination  Meeting  (subsequently  postponed) . 

6.  Clark  Frazler  proposed  an  alternative  assuming  extensive  LRV  crosstown 
services  since  all  the  alternatives  which  have  been  analyzed  or  proposed  assume 
radial  alignments,  except  Alternative  4.    Mr.  Frazler  recommended  that  the 
alternative  should  investigate  the  feasibility  of  a  Jackson  Square  to  Ashmont 

or  Fields  Comer  alignment,  In  addition  to  the  Ruggles  to  Columbia  Point  corridor 
and  segments  of  the  Midland  Branches  as  well  as  Blue  Hill  Avenue.     Dick  Tilles 
stated  that  his  major  concern  with  this  alternative  Involved  the  limited  amount 
of  time  remaining  in  Phase  1  for  investigating  new  alternatives.    After  considerable] 
discussion,  a  decision  was  made  that  this  evaluation  be  deferred  after  a  preliminar] 
estimation  of  rldership  potential  in  the  corridor  for  the  bus  mode  using  Alternative  6 

7.  Peter  Calcaterra  summarized  the  list  of  new  alternatives  discussed 
at  this  meeting  and  assigned  a  priority  for  developing  and  testing  each  of 
these  alternatives. 

This  schedule  assumes: 

Alternative  5  submitted  Immediately  to  CTPS  for  rldership 
projections  by  September  23. 

The  augmented  feeder  bus  alternative  developed  by  September  23 
with  CTPS  rldership  projections  by  September  30. 

Both  alternative  6-Busway  and  Alternative  9-Huntington  Ave. 
to  Mattapan,  LRV,  and  Washington  Street  to  Dudley,  Bus  Service 
evaluated  by  October  7  after  further  traffic  analyses  for  both  the 
Auto  Restricted  Zone  (ARZ)  and  Washington  alignment  are  completed 
(September  30).    In  addition.  Alternative  6  will  assume  high 
frequency  bus  service  along  the  Jackson  Square  to  Ashmont  corridor 
to  evaluate  corridor  feasibility. 

A  decision  to  be  made  to  test  the  feasibility  of  LRV  along  the  Jackson 
Square  to  Ashmont  corridor  in  addition  to  the  alignments  proposed 
for  Alternative  4  after  completion  of  the  above  (October  7). 

8.  Peter  Smith  presented  a  list  of  scheduled    neighborhood  meetings  that 
will  be  attended  by  members  of  the  study  team  in  order  to  present  Information 
and  receive  comments  at  a  local  level  on  the  status  of  the  study. 
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SEPTEMBER     23.     1977 


Attendees: 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Lavergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Clark  Frazler 

South  End 

Rosalind  Horner 

Liaison 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

Polly  Russell 

SWCC 

1.        Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to 
review  (1)  the  sensitivity  of  the  CTPS  model  to  headways,  (2)  rldershlp 
projections  for  Alternative  5  (Ruggles  Station  to  Mattapan,  Rapid  Transit; 
Washington  Street  to  Dudley,  LRV,  (3)  characteristics  of  Alternative  10 
(Augmented  Feeder  Bus),  and  (4)  additional  data  to  be  generated  by  CTPS  for 
Phase  1  evaluation. 

2.     Yong  Chang  stated  that  based  on  CTPS  model  senitivity  analyses, 
increasing  Base  Case  2  headways  from  4  minutes  to  6  minutes  results  in  a 
corresponding  ridership  decline  of  approximately  9  percent.   Mr.  Chang 
further  stated  that  CTPS  was  presently  testing  model  sensitivity  at  2  min- 
ute headways.     Mr.  Chang  requested  that  everyone  present  at  the  meeting 
take  note  that  the  automobile  diversions  that  have  been  displayed  for 
Alternative  6  (8,860  Daily  Inbound)  were  incorrectly  doubled,  and  there- 
fore, should  be  halved.     Finally,  Mr.  Chang  briefly  described  ridership 
results  for  Alternative  5. 

3.        Peter  Calcaterra  asked  If  Alternative  4  (Includes  crosstown 
segment  to  Columbia  Point)  provided  direct  access  to  the  Red  Line 
Qulncy  Branch  at  Columbia  Station.    Yong  Chang  replied  that  It  did  not 
and  Mr.  Calcaterra  s&ld  that  this  should  be  noted  In  the  final  report. 

4.  Sue  Clippinger  stated  that  the  operational  problems  associated 
with  Alternative  6  (Busway)  should  be  documented  in  order  to  develop  pro- 
cedures that  would  lead  to  the  elimination  of  this  alternative. 

5.  Dick  Tilles  provided  a  review  of  Alternative  10  (Augmented 
Feeder  Bus).     Mr.  Tilles  explained  that  the  objective  of  Alternative  10 

is  to  test  the  long-range  feasibility  of  an  all  feeder  bus  network  with  im- 
proved service  frequency  to  serve  the  transportation  needs  of  the  Area. 
Mr.  Tilles  further  stated  that  this  alternative  should  not  be  interpreted 
as  a  recommended  system  for  improving  existing  transit  service  deficiencies. 
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6.     Sue  Clippinger  requested  that  Route  8  -  Columbia  Point  to  Ruggles 
and  Route  47  -  Andrew  Station  to  Central  Square  be  combined  rather  than 
Route  47  and  10  -  Ruggles  to  City  Point  for  Alternative  10.     After  further 
discussion,  the  following  modifications  to  Alternative  10  were  approved: 

Route  8  and  Route  47  combined  to  provide  service  between 
Central  Square  and  Columbia  Point 

Route  15/41  -  Centre  &  Elliot  Streets  to  Kane  Square  extended 
to  Fields  Corner 

Headways  reduced  for  Route  42/49  -  Forest  Hills  to  ARZ, 
Route  43  -  Egleston  to  ARZ,  and  Route  13/68  -  Savin  Hill  to 
Copley 

7.  Paul  Porell  and  Yong  Chang  discussed  additional  data  requested 
by  the  BRA  and  it  was  decided  that  the  following  tabulations  would  be  prepared 
by  CTPS: 

a.  The  trip  time  matrix  would  be  expanded  to  include 
additional  destinations  outside  the  Study  Area  (Central 
Square,  Allston),  as  well  as  two  additional  destinations  within 
the  Study  Area.    The  matrix  would  also  include  the  routing 
between  the  origin  and  destination. 

b.  Travel  times  between  all  trip  origins  and  destinations 
would  Include  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  transfers  required. 

c.  Total  transit  rldership  projections  for  all  alternatives 
would  be  disaggregated  by  neighborhood  (approximately  five 
areas). 

8.  Clark  Frazier  stated  he  would  like  to  see  per  capita  rldership 
versus  auto  ownership  tabulated  by  neighborhood  and  compared  to  both  other 
cities  and  various  areas  of  the  MBTA  District. 


SEPTEMBER     30.     1977 


Attendees: 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

George  A  lieu 

MBTA 

Georgy  Bezkorovainy 

TAMS 

Paula  J.  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Paul  Porell 

BRA 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Office 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Alfred  Howard 

BRA 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

Polly  Russell 

SWCC 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Carlos  Diaz 

MBTA 
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1 .  Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to  review 

(1)  ridership  projections  for  Alternative  10  (Augmented  Feeder  Bus),    (2)  operations 
analysis  for  Alternative  6  (Busway),  and  (3)  location  of  the  next  Project  Working 
Committee  Meeting.     Cecil  Brown,  SWCC,  stated  that  the  Roxbury  Caucus  of 
the  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition  had  met  the  previous  week  and  agreed  upon  the 
elimination  of  several  alternatives.     Mr.  Brown  requested  time,  later  in  the 
meeting,  to  discuss  the  results  of  that  meeting. 

2.  Bob  Lepore  stated  that  ridership  projections  for  Alternative  10  would 
not  be  available  for  the  meeting.     However,  the  projections  would  certainly 
be  available  at  the  next  Coordination  Meeting. 

3.  Georgy  Bezkorovainy  presented  the  following  results  of  his  analysis 
of  Alternative  6: 

A  typical  Washington  Street  busway  would  have  two  moving  bus 
lanes,  two  traffic  lanes  and  two  parking  lanes.     At  major  inter- 
sections, bus  pull-offs  and  left-turn  lanes  for  traffic  would  also 
be  provided. 

North  of  Dudley  Street,  all  traffic  signals  along  the  busway  would 
be  interconnected  and  set  for  a  progressive  speed  of  15  mph .     This 
would  permit  the  buses  to  operate  at  an  average  speed  of  15  mph, 
assuming  that  each  bus  stops  at  each  designated  bus  stop.     Bus 
priority  at  most  traffic  signals  will  permit  buses  to  achieve  higher 
speeds  if  bus  stops  are  bypassed. 

Interconnection  of  signals  along  Washington  Street  will  result  in 
lack  of  coordination  of  some  east-west  streets  which  cross  Wash- 
ington Street. 

Most  existing  Washington  Street  signals  contain  an  exclusive 
pedestrian  phase.     An  exclusive  pedestrian  phase  would  not  be 
compatible  with  the  Washington  Street  busway  interconnection 
signal  system. 

Clark  Frazier  stated  that  a  partial  phase  overlap  could  be  applied  that 
would  allow  pedestrians  to  cross  the  roadway  concurrent  with  the  bus  priority 
phase.     Mr.  Bezkorovainy  stated  that  this  was  legally  unacceptable.     Ken 
Kruckemeyer  stated  that  some  form  of  concurrent  pedestrian  and  automobile 
phase  would  probably  be  workable.     Dick  Tilles  stated  that  a  compromise 
solution  should  be  worked  out  eventually. 

4.  Dick  Tilles  stated  that  based  on  this  subsequent  analysis  of 
Alternative  6,  the  following  adjustments  to  the  alternative  should  be  made: 

ARZ  operating  speed  of  5  mph 

Increase  number  of  buses  between  Mattapan  and  Grove  Hall 
Reorient  some  service  from  downtown  to  the  relocated  Orange  Line 
Provide  high  frequency  service  between  Jackson  Square  and  Ash- 
mont  to  test  for  corridor  feasibility. 
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5.  Cecil  Brown  stated  that  the  Roxbury  Caucus  of  the  Southwest 
Corridor  Coalition  agreed  that  Alternatives  1  ,..3,  6  and  7  should  be  eliminated 
in  Phase  1 .     Mr.  Brown  then  reviewed  a  new  alternative,  developed  by  the 
Caucus,  which  included  elements  of  Alternatives  1,  4  and  8.     Briefly,  this 
alternative  would  include: 

Rapid  transit  from  Essex  Station  to  Mattapan  along  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  (Alternative  8) 

LRV  technology  crosstown  from  Ruggles  to  Columbia  Point 
(Alternative  4  segment) 

LRV  technology  between  Dudley  and  Franklin  Park  Zoo  via  Wash- 
ington and  Seaver  Streets  (Alternative  1  segment) 

LRV  technology  from  Franklin  Park  Zoo  to  Uphams  Corner  via 
Columbia  Road  (new  alignment) 

Mr.  Brown  stated  that  ridership  projections  generated  for  developed 
study  alternatives  were  utilized  to  develop  the  alignments  for  this  new  alter- 
native.    Mr.  Brown  requested  the  consultants  to  develop  ridership  projections 
and  a  feeder  bus  network  for  the  alternative.     Dick  Tilles  agreed  to  do  this. 
Mr.  Brown  stated  that  the  basis  for  eliminating  Alternative  6  was  primarily 
due  to  problems  of  pollution,  aesthetics,  and  community  attitude  toward  buses. 

6.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  we  should  be  looking  at  a  high  plat- 
form vehicle  similar  to  a  modified  LRV.     This  would  render  the  issue  of 
rapid  transit  versus  LRV  moot. 

7.  Peter  Smith  announced  that  the  October  26  Project  Working 
Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  the  Boston  City  Hospital  (4th  floor 
auditorium) . 


OCTOBER     7,     1977 


Attendees; 


Polly  Russell  SWCC 

Patrick  Cooke  CBT 

Tony  Casendino  CBT 

Ronald  Cor  tie  1  la  CBT 
Anne  Marie  Osterholm      CBT 

Peter  Smith  CBT 

Karen  Harr  BRA 

Alice  Gray  BRA 

Jim  Baecker  BRA 

Alfred  Howard  BRA 

Rocco  Mancini  MBTA 

Peter  Calcaterra  MBTA 

Rosalind  Horner  CBT 


Craig  M.  Inge 
Sue  Clippinger 
Melanie  Ray 
Clark  Frazier 
Ralph  Agee 
Cecil  Brown 
Keith  Alcantara 
Leon  Hines 

Robert  Lepore 
Dick  Tilles 


GRDC 

Mayor's  Office 

Boston  O.  P.D. 

SECOT 

R.M.S.C. 

SWCC 

Roxbury  APAC 

Museum  of  Afro - 

American  History 

TAMS 

TAMS 
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1 .  Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to  review 
(1)  the  feeder  bus  network  for  Alternative  11  (Mattapan  to  Essex,  Rapid  Transit; 
Ruggles  -  Dudley  -  Uphams  Corner  -  Columbia  Point,  LRV;   Dudley  -  Egleston  - 
Franklin  Park  Zoo  -  Uphams  Corner  -  Columbia  Point,  LRV),    (2)  ridership  pro- 
jections for  Alternative  10  (Augmented  Feeder  Bus)  and  Alternative  9  (Ruggles  - 
Dudley  -  Mattapan,  LRV;   Dudley  -  Downtown,  Busway),  and   (3)  MBTA  and 
consultant  recommendations  for  alternatives  warranting  further  analysis  in 
Phase  II, 

2.  Cecil  Brown  listed  corrections  for  the  September  30  Coordination 
Meeting  minutes  and  Dick  Tilles  said  that  the  minutes  vrould  be  amended 
accordingly. 

3.    Dick  Tilles  reviewed  a  feeder  bus  network  developed  for  Alter- 
native 11.    Mr.  Tilles  stated  that  LRV  station  spacings  for  the  Dudley  - 
Egleston  -  Franklin  Park  Zoo  -  Uphams  Corner  alignment  have  been  reduced 
in  order  to  increase  accessibility  to  surrounding  areas.    Clark  Frazier  stated 
that  the  feasibility  of  running  rapid  transit  at  partial  grade  along  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
would  cut  capital  costs  and  should  be  investigated . 

Mr.  Tilles  asked  the  group  if  tying  the  rapid  transit  alignment  into  the 
Relocated  Orange  Line  at  Ruggles  Station  rather  than  at  Essex  Station  (along 
Washingttin  Street)  would  be  preferred. 

Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  required  flyover  resulting  from  branching  the 
Orange  Line  at  Ruggles  Station  would  probably  extend  as  far  as  New  Dudley 
Street.    Mr,  Frazier  further  stated  that  the  South  End  has  almost  written  off 
subway  in  the  South  End  due  to  construction  problems  outlined  in  the  Harris 
E.I.S.  for  the  Orange  Line.    Ralph  Agee  stated  that  the  Roxbury  community 
feels  that  the  alignment  from  Downtown  should  be  maintained  along  Washr 
Ington  Street  at  least  as  far  as  Dudley  in  order  to  minimize  community  fears 
that  a  new  alignment  (such  as  to  Ruggles  Station)  would  require  substantial 
right-of-way  acquisition. 

4.  Ralph  Agee  stated  that  he  has  a  strong  fear  that  no  alternative 

from  this  study  will  be  implemented  once  the  elevated  structure  is  removed . 
He  stated  that  it  is  extremely  important  to  have  an  MBTA  commitment  to  im- 
plement the  preferred  alternative  prior  to  the  removal  of  the  elevated  structure. 
Clark  Frazier  concurred  with  Mr.  Agee  that  the  MBTA  has  not  shown  a  commit- 
ment to  the  project.    He  stated  that  it  is  important  for  the  consultants  to  pro- 
vide enough  data  in  order  for  the  Study  Area  communities  to  get  together  and- 
push  for  their  preferred  alternatives . 

5.  Craig  Inge  stated  that  at  a  recently  held  meeting  with  the  Dudley 
merchants  the  consultants  mentioned  that  rapid' transit  in  tunnel  provides 
lower  visibility  of  commercial  areas  than  LRV  at'-grade.  Mr.  Inge  stated 
that  this  was  a  biased  remark  on  the  part  of  the  consultants,  Mr.  Tilles 
disagreed  and  said  that  he  was  simply  trying  to  state  the  pros  and  cons  of 
each  mode  in  the  Dudley  area. 

2^.93 


6.  Dick  Tllles  presented  the  consultants'  recommendations  for  alternatives 
to  be  carried  into  Phase  II.    Mr.  Tilles  explained  that  the  recommendations  depict 
a  series  of  transit  segments  that  can  be  combined  in  a  number  of  ways  rather  than 
complete  transit  packages.    They  are  shown  this  way  because  Phase  1  analysis 
has  indicated  that  many  of  the  alignments  shown  are  nearly  equivalent  in  terms 

of  cost-effectiveness  and  community  acceptance.    Mr.  Tilles  stated  that  the 
recommended  transit  segments  are  divided  into  four  zones: 

-  Zone  1  (South  End  to  Dudley  Station) 
Busway  or  LRV  along  Washington  Street 

-  Zone  2  (Dudley  To  Grove  Hall) 

Busway       or  LRV  along  Warren  Street  or  upper  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
LRV  or  Rapid  Transit  along  Midland  Branch  RR 

-  Zone  3  (Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan) 
Busway    or  LRV  along  Blue  Hill  Avenue 

LRV  or  Rapid  Transit  along  Midland  Branch  RR 

-  Zone  4  (Crosstown) 

Bus  or  LRV  along  links  from  Columbia  Point  through  Uphams  Corner 
and  Dudley  to  the  Fenway  area . 

Mr.  Tilles  stated  that  it  is  important  to  look  at  alternatives  from  a  cost- 
effective  viewpoint  in  order  to  get  federal  funding.      Mr.   Tilles  further 
stated  that  the  consultants  plan  to  start  Phase  II  with  a  closer  look 
at  some  critical  design,   operations,   and  community  acceptance  issues 
which  will  eliminate  many  segments  prior  to  the  detailed  rider  analysis  in  Phase 

7.  Ralph  Agee  stated  that  it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  Federal  trans- 
portation policy  has  a  history  of  vacillating  from  year  to  year.    Therefore,  the 
Study  should  recommend  what  the  communities  desire. 

Mr.  Tilles  stated  that  it  it  important  to  look  at  these  alternatives 
from  a  cost-effective  viewpoint  in  order  to  get  federal  finding.    Mr.  Tilles 
further  stated  that  the  consultants  plan  to  initiate  Phase  II  with  a  closer 
look  at  some  critical  design,  operations,  and  community  acceptance  issues 
which  will  eliminate  many  of  the  segments  listed  above  prior  to  the  detailed 
rider  analysis  in  Phase  II. 

7.    Ralph  Agee  stated  that  it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  Federal 
transportation  policy  has  a  history  of  vacillating  from  year  to  year.    There- 
fore, the  Study  should  recommend  what  the  communities  desire. 
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8.  Clark  Frazier  staled  that  a  Warren  Street  alignment  tied  into 
the  Midland  Branch  south  of  Grove  Hall  may  be  as  cheap  as  the  Dudley 
Street  -  Midland  Branch  alignment  for  rapid  transit,  in  addition  to  pro- 
viding direct  service  to  Grove  Hall.     Mr.  Frazier  explained  that  rapid 
transit  should  not  be  considered  along  an  alignment  that  does  not  provide 
direct  connectivity  with  all  major  generators  (Dudley,  Grove  Hall,  Matta- 
pan) .     Mr.  Frazier  stated  thol;  he  would  have  preferred  the  consultants 
proposing  four  or  five  transit  service  packages  rather  than  a  series  of 
transit  segments.     Dick  Tilles  replied  that  in  essence  the  transit  seg- 
ments accomplish  the  same  tiling  but  with  greater  flexibility,  i.e.,  "not 
locking  ourselves  into  any  particular  alternative."     Clark  Frazier  stated 
that  each  of  the  four  zones  reflect  different  issues  and,   therefore,  they 
should  be  outlined  in  the  final  feasibility  report. 

9 .  Cecil  Brown  stated  that  the  position  of  the  Roxbury  Caucus  of 
the  Southwest  Corridor  Coalition  is  to  extend  rapid  transit  to  Mattapan  via 
Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  not  via  the  Midland  Branch.     Dick  Tilles  stated  that 
the  Midland  Branch  alignment  generates  slightly  higher  ridership  than  Blue 
Hill  Avenue.    However,  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  alignment  provides  greater 
commercial  development  potential.     After  some  discussion,  it 

was  agreed  to  recommend  both  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  the  Midland  Branch 
rapid  transit  alignments  south  of  Grove  Hall  with  a  Warren  Street  alignment 
tying  into  Ruggles  north  of  Grove  Hall. 


OCTOBER    14,    1977 


Attendees : 

Patrick  Cooke 

CBT 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Anthony  Casendino 

CBT 

Melanie  Ray 

OPD  -  City  of  Boston 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Paul  Pore  11 

BRA 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Alice  Gray 

BRA 

Leon  Hines 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

American  History 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

1 .      Peter  Calcaterra  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to 
review  (1)  ridership  projections  for  Alternative  9  (Ruggles  -  Dudley  -  Mattapan, 
LRV;  Dudley  to  Downtown,  Busway)  and  a  modified  Alternative  6  (Busway)  and 
(2)  the  agenda  for  the  October  26  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting. 


A. 95 


2 .  Yong  Chang  stated  that  modifications  to  Alternative  6  decreased 
by  approximately  6  percent  although  automobile  diversions  increased  by  12 
percent.      Mr.  Chang  attributed  the  decline  in  total  ridership  to  reduced 
operating  speeds  in  the  ARZ  (from  7  mph  to  5  mph) ,  and  the  increase  in 
automobile  diversions  to  improved  crosstown  services  provided  by  Route 
N22  -  Ashmont  -  Brookline  Village.     Mr.  Chang  estimated  3,400  daily  one- 
way boardings  for  Route  N22.     Clark  Frazier  stated  that  this  alignment  looks 
good  for  high  frequency  bus  service,  and  should  be  recommended  as  a  short- 
term  improvement. 

Yong  Chang  discussed  ridership  projections  for  Alternative  9.    Clark 
Frazier  stated  that  the  sensitivity  of  the  ridership  model  to  operating  speed 
is  clearly  demonstrated  by  comparing  the  LRV  in  Alternative  5  to  the  bus  in 
Alternative  9.    Mr.  Frazier  stated  that  he  was  still  concerned 
with  areas  of  population  within  the  South  End  that  are  not  reflected  in  the 
CTPS  model.     Yong  Chang  stated  it  was  decided  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Study  to  resolve  this  issue  in  Phase  II. 

3.  Tony  Casendino  stated  that  he  had  trouble  discerning  any  sig- 
nificance in  the  alternative  ridership  projections.     Peter  Calcaterra  agreed 
that  ridership  by  itself  is  not  very  significant.     Mr.  Calcaterra  explained 
that  this  will  increase  the  relative  importance  of  other  criteria,  i.e.,  ac- 
cessibility, right-of-way,  noise,  long  range  goals,  etc. 

4.  Cecil  Brown  wanted  to  know  if  the  Phase  I  conclusions  that  will 
be  sent  to  the  UMTA  would  be  made  public.     Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that 
the  Phase  I  report  will  list  conclusions.     Mr.  Brown  asked  Mr.  Calcaterra 
when  Phase  II  will  begin.     Mr.  Calcaterra  stated  that  we  should  have 
UMTA  reaction  to  Phase  I  by  January  with  Phase  II  commencing  in  February. 

5.  Tony  Casendino  requested  that  the  objectives  of  the  October  26 
Project  Working  Committee  Meeting  be  clarified  in  order  to  understand  what 
information  is  most  appropriate  for  presentation.     Peter  Calcaterra  stated 
that  the  primary  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  to  present  the  Study  findings  and 
conclusions  of  the  consultants  to  the  community. 

6.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  it  is  important  to  list  the  issues  and 
problems  (engineering  as  well  as  community)  associated  with  each  align- 
ment and  mode  for  each  of  the  four  study  area  zones  .     Mr.  Frazier  explained 
that  this  process  would  provide  a  good  means  for  community  reaction  to  the 
alternatives .     Tony  Casendino  stated  that  the  lists  should  also  include  op- 
portunities and  unknown  factors  associated  with  each  alternative  within 

the  zones .     Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  anyone  interested  in  contributing 
should  submit  their  list  of  issues  to  CBT  within  the  next  couple  of  days 
in  order  to  present  a  composite  list  for  community  review  at  the  PWC 
meeting. 

7.  Peter  Calcaterra  asked  the  group  if  short-term  recommendations 
should  be  added  to  the  PWC  Meeting  agenda.     Rocco  Mancini  stated  that 
rather  than  adding  to  the  confusion  expected  at  the  October  26  Meeting 
with  the  present  agenda,  meetings  should  be  held  between  Phase  I  and 
Phase  II  to  discuss  short-term  improvements  and  recommendattions .     The 
group  agreed  to  this  schedule. 
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8.  Cecil  Brown  stated  that  it  is  exceedingly  important  to  have  an 
articulate  person  discuss  the  alternative  strategies  in  order  to  avoid  any 
confusion  at  the  PWC  Meeting. 

Leon  Hines  suggested  the  use  of  an  overhead  projector  and  overlays 
to  display  the  development  of  each  alternative  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
discussion  of  the  alternative  strategies.     The  group  agreed  with  this  tech- 
nique; 

9.  Clark  Frazler  Disagreed  with  some  of  the  language  in  the  "Selection 
of  Transit  Alternatives  for  Phase  II  Analysis"  memorandum.    Mr.  Frazier 
stated  that  the  use  of  "takings"  in  conjunction  with  abandoned  property  along 
upper  Blue  Hill  Avenue  should  be  reworded. 


OCTOBER  21,    1977 


Attendees ; 


Patrick  Cooke 

CBT 

Jim  Baecker 

BRA 

Paul  Pore  11 

BRA 

Yong  Chang 

CTPS 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Robert  Lepore 

TAMS 

Leon  Hines 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

American  History 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 

Rocco  Mancini 

MBTA 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

Lavergne  Randolph 

GRDC 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

1.  Peter  Calcaterra  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to 
review   (1)  ridership  projections  for  Alternative  11  (Washington- Warren-Blue 
Hill,  Rapid  Transit;   Ruggles -Dudley -Columbia  Point,  LRV  Cros s to wn  Alignment; 
Dudley  -  Egleston-Franklin  Park  Zoo-Uphams  Corner-Columbia  Point,  LRV  Cross- 
town  Alignment)  and    (2)  the  agenda  for  the  October  2  6  Project  Working  Committee 
Meeting. 

2.  Yong  Chang  stated  that  Alternative  4  provides  a  means  of  evaluating 
Alternative  11  ridership.     Mr.  Chang  stated  that  the  decline  in  Alternative  11 
crosstown  ridership  via  Dudley  (as  compared  to  Alternative  4)  is  primarily  attributed 
to  competing  services  provided  by  the  second  crosstown  alignment  via  Franklin  Park 
Zoo.     Mr.  Chang  further  explained  that  Alternative  11  ridership  projections  ex- 
clude transfers  (double  boardings).     Clark  Frazier  said  that  total  boardings 
(including  transfers)  must  be  looked  at  in  order  to  adequately  determine  the 
service  requirements  associated  with  each  alignment.     Dick  Tilles  agreed, 

but  stated  ridership  projections  excluding  transfers  are  necessary  to  deter- 
mine feasibility.     Mr.  Tilles  agreed  to  tabulate  ridership  with  and  without 
transfers  for  all  alternatives. 
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3.  Clark  Frazier  requested  the  consultant's  recommendation  for 
Alternative  11.     Dick  Tilles  stated  the  crosstown  alignment  via  Franklin 

Park  and  rapid  transit  alignment  segment  on  V/ashington  Street  should  be  dropped 
prior  to  Phase  II  because  of  insufficient  travel  benefits  in  relation  to  costs. 

4.  Yong  Chang  stated  that  bus  diversions  for  Alternative  4  (14,450 
diversions)  were  incorrect  and  will  be  modified. 

5.  Peter  Smith  distributed  the  agenda  for  the  October  26  PWC  Meeting. 
Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  agenda  includes  30  minutes  for  Stijdy  back- 
ground and  recommendations.     Peter  Smith  stated  that  questions  will  be  en- 
tertained at  the  conclusion  of  this  30  minute  presentation  leading  taa'  PWC 
consensus  on  Phase  I  recommendations . 

6.  Peter  Calcaterra  conducted  a  brief  trial  run  of  the  presentation 
technique  (overhead  projector  with  overlays)  to  be  used  at  the  PWC  Meeting 
to  describe  the  recommended  and  eliminated  alternatives.     Mr.  Calcaterra 
assured  the  group  that  an  explanation  will  be  provided  for  each  alternative 
recommended  for  elimination.     Mr.  Calcaterra  stated  that  a  list   of  critical 
issues  to  be  addressed  in  Phase  II  will  be  distributed  at  the  end  of  the  PWC 
Meeting. 

7.  Lavergne  Randolph  asked  if  there  was  a  commitment  to  implement  the 
replacement  service  prior  to  the  demolition  of  the  Orange  Line  elevated. 
Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  it  depends  upon  the  alternative  recommended 

for  implementation,  i.e. ,  the  elevated  structure  could  inhibit  construction 
of  a  transit  alternative  under  it.     He  also  said  that  interim  bus  service 
would  be  provided. 

8.  Rocco  Mancini  asked  if  anyone  had  researched  the  amount  of  cash 
flow  available  to  construct  the  recommended  alternative.     Peter  Calcaterra 
stated  that  the  Transportation  Improvement  Program  (TIP)  has  specified  an 
amount  of  capital  funds  available  for  the  replacement  service.     Clark  Frazier 
stated  the  source  of  these  funds  remains  unclear  as  they  appear  to  be  committed 
to  other  projects.     Sue  Clippinger  stated  that  State  transit  priorities  could  be 
changed  if  these  other  transit  projects  impose  fiscal  limitations  to  this  Study. 
Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  Phase  II  will  adequately  address  these  issues. 


OCTOBER    2B,    1977 


Attendees: 

Pat  Cooke 

CBT 

Ken  Kruckemeyer 

MBTA 

Bob  Lepore 

TAMS 

Cecil  Brown 

SWCC 

Sue  Clippinger 

Mayor's  Office 

Paula  Waters 

Mayor's  Office 

Tony  Casendino 

CBT 

Pat  Brennan 

TAMS 

Al  Sopyla 

CTPS 

Ralph  LeBeau 

BRA 

Peter  Smith 

CBT 

Leon  Hines 

Museum  of  Afro- 

Dick  Tilles 

TAMS 

American  History 

Paul  Pore  1 1 

BRA 

Craig  Inge 

GRDC 

Melanie  Ray 

Boston  OPD 

Peter  Calcaterra 

MBTA 

Clark  Frazier 

SECOT 
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1 .  Peter  Calcaterra  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to 
review   (1)  a  schedule  for  completing  Phase  1  and   (2)  modifications  to  the 
consultant's  original  Phase  1  recommendations  that  were  requested  at  the 
October  2  6  Project  Working  Committee  meeting. 

2.  Mr.  Calcaterra  listed  several  modifications  to  the  consultant's 
recommendations  requested  at  the  PWC  meeting  and  asked  if  this  summary 
list  was  valid.     Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  PWC  meeting  process  after  the 
PWC  meeting  break  was  invalid  due  to  the  late  hour  and  reduced  attendance. 
Mr.  Frazier  stated  that  carrying  an  LRV  alignment  on  Washington  Street  south 
of  Dudley  Station  and  a  rapid  transit  option  into  Phase  II  will  only  cause  de- 
lay in  getting  into  Phase  II.     Paul  Porell  stated  that  he  considered  recommenda- 
tions for  Zone  1  valid.     Cecil  Brown  stated  that  Mr,  Calcaterra 's  list  of  re- 
commendations essentially  follow  requests  made  at  the  PWC  meeting. 

3.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  Project  Working  Committee  meeting 
was  not  a  proper  forum  for  reaching  community  consensus.     Since  the 
October  2  5  meeting  was  the  first  areawide  meeting  which  presented  Phase  I 
recommendations,  most  people  were  not  adequately  prepared  to  respond  to 
the  recommendations.    Tony  Casendino  stated  that  it  was  significant  that 
many  new  people  attending  the  meeting  reviewed  and  discussed  the  re- 
commendations,  which  will  have  a  considerable  impact  on  the  process  for 
Phase  II.     Clark  Frazier  asserted  that  listing  recommendations  based  on 
several  discrete  transit  strategies  and  then  presenting  these  strategies  at 
many  public  meetings  would  provide  a  more  valid  process  for  achieving  com- 
munity consensus.     Mr.  Frazier  briefly  summarized  four  transit  strategi'es 
including  bus,  LRV  and  combinations  of  both  modes.     Dick  Tilles  agreed  with 

Mr.  Frazier  that  the  process  for  reaching  community  consensus  could  be  improved, 
but  stressed  the  need  to  submit  a  Phase  I  feasibility  report  to  the  UMTA 
without  causing  a  serious  time  delay.     Mr.  Tilles  said  that   developing 
transit  strategies  prior  to  more  detailed  engineering  analysis  on  some 
alignments  would  not  be  a  worthwhile  exercise. 

3.  Clark  Frazier  stated  that  the  real  Phase  I  issue  is  maintaining 
or  dropping  the  rapid  transit  option.     Mr.  Frazier  stated  the  MBTA  should 
drop  this  option  and  document  the  reasons  for  doing  so.     Mr.  Frazier  again 
asserted  that  maintaining  this  option  would  seriously  delay  Phase  II.     Sue 
Clippinger  suggested  that  Zone  1  (where  rapid  transit  is  not  proposed)  be 
studied  separately  from  Zones  2  and  3  during  Phase  II  in  order  to  expedite 
implementation  of  a  replacement  service  in  the  South  End. 

4.  Tony  Casendino  suggested  that  an  informational  kit  listing  study 
recommendations  and  issues  could  be  prepared  and  distributed  throughout 
the  study  area  in  order  to  receive  a  broader  consensus  of  Phase  I  recom- 
mendations.    Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  he  would  review  this  proposal 

to  see  what  could  be  accomplished  prior  to  the  next  Project  Working  Com- 
mittee meeting. 
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NOVEMBER   4,    1977 


Last  Regularly  Scheduled  Friday  Morning  Meeting 
at  Site  Office 


Attendees; 


Bob  Lepore  TAMS 

Tony  Casendino  CBT 

Yong  Chang  CTPS    . 

Peter  Smith  CBT 

Dick  Tilles  TAMS 

Paul  Pore II  BRA 

Clark  Frazier  SECOT 

Cecil  Brown  SWCC 

Leon  Hines  Museum  of  Afro-American  History 

Craig  Inge  GRDC 

Paula  Waters  Mayor's  office 

1 .  Dick  Tilles  opened  the  meeting  by  stating  that  he  wished  to  review 
(1)  a  new  riders  hip  table  prepared  by  CTPS  and   (2)  MBTA  options  for  accepting 
the  Phase  I  results  to  date.     He  explained  that  MBTA  Project  Manager  Peter 
Calcaterra  was  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  due  to  illness  in  his  family. 

2 .  Yong  Chang  presented  a  table  listing  total  ridership  for  each  alter- 
native.    Ridership  presented  in  the  table  reflected  total  transit  boardings  on 
each  alternative  without  eliminating  double  counts  or  system  transfers.     The 
table  was  requested  at  a  previous  Coordination  Meeting. 

3.  Dick  Tilles  stated  that  the  MBTA  was  presently  reviewing  both  the 
consultant's  recommendations  for  alternatives  to  be  carried  into  Phase  II  and 
requests  made  at  the  Project  Working  Committee  (PWC)  Meeting  to  modify 
the  recommendations.     Mr.  Tilles  explained  that  two  options  were  available 
to  the  MBTA: 

(1)  Accept  all  Project  Working  Committee  requests  to  modify  the 
consultant's  recommendations,  which  would  require  no  addi- 
tional Project  Working  Committee  to  be  held  during  Phase  I,  or 

(2)  Revise  the  recommendations  and  schedule  a  PWC  Meeting, 
probably  in  December. 

To  provide  additional  information  to  the  MBTA,  Me.  Tilles  is  now  drafting 
the  Phase  I  Feasibility  Report.     Two  report^  will  be  prepared  as  part  of  Phase  I: 
an  all-inclusive  report  to  be  available  to  selected  agencies  and  groups,  and 
a  7-8  page  summary  report  available  for  widespread  distribution. 
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4.  Dick  Tllles  stated  that  this  would  probably  be  the  last  Coordina- 
tion Meeting  during  Phase  I,  unless  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Admini- 
stration (UMTA),  upon  reviewing  the  Feasibility  Report,  recommended  modi- 
fications .    If  UMTA  were  to  recommend  changes  to  the  Phase  I  document 
(probably  in  January  or  February  1978),  a  Coordination  Meeting  would  be 
scheduled.    In  any  event,  Mr,  Tilles  assumed  an  additional  Coordination 
Meeting  would  be  scheduled  early  next  year  to  review  both  the  Phase  II  work 
program  and  the  status  of  the  UMTA  Phase  I  review. 

5.  Clark  Frazier  expressed  his  concern  that  MBTA  approval  of  all 
Phase  I  recommendations  would  require  an  augmented  Phase  II  budget  and 
subsequently  a  delay  (one  year)  of  Phase  II.    Mr,  Frazier  further  stated  that 
the  present  status  of  both  the  Relocated  Orange  Line  and  Red  Line  Northwest 
Projects  would  preclude  any  hard  decisions  by  the  MBTA  concerning  Phase  I 
recommendations.    Dick  Tilles  said  the  consultants  and  the  MBTA  will  be  in 
touch  with  the  community  concerning  the  status  of  UMTA  review  and  any 
protracted  delays. 

6.  Cecil  Brown  felt  another  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting 
was  necessary  to  get  the  community  up  to  date  and  because  another  meeting 
was  promised  at  the  October  2  6  PWC  Meeting. 

7.  Paul  Porell  asked  if  the  Phase  II  budget  would  have  to  be 
increased  to  the  extent  of  possibly  causing  a  delay  should  all  recommenda- 
tions be  approved.    Dick  Tilles  responded  that  he  would  not  know  until  the 
Phase  II  work  program  was  written. 

8.  Paul  Porell  explained  that  it  would  make  sense  to  schedule 

a  meeting  with  UMTA  representatives  within  the  next  two  weeks  (week  before 
Thanksgiving)  in  order  to  understand  the  methodology  that  will  be  used  by  the 
UMTA  to  review  and  approve  the  Phase  I  Feasibility  Report.    Dick  Tilles 
agreed  to  communicate  this  request  to  Peter  Calcaterra. 

9.  Clark  Frazier  conveyed  several  ideas  for  maintaining  and 
strengthening  the  Community  liaison  process  during  Phase  II: 

Coordination  meetings  have  been  sucessful  during  Phase  I 
and  should  be  continued  (Friday  mornings  were  acceptable 
to  the  group)  with  at  least  one  community  representative 
from  each  zone  of  service:  South  End,   Roxbury,  Dorchester- 
Mattapan  attending. 

Specific  study  issues  should  be  discussed  in  detail  at  the 
zone  level,    i.e.,  periodic  meetings  held  within  each  zone 
to  discuss  the  issues  of  that  sub-area. 

Small  neighborhood  meetings  should  be  a  direct  outgrowth 
of  the  issues  discussed  and  raised  at  the  zone  level. 
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Project  Working  Committee  meeting  should  be  held  to  make 
broad  decisions  involving  two  or  more  zones. 

Dick  Tilles  generally  agreed  with  this  process  outline  for  Phase  II.     Tony 
Casendino  said  that  he  would  have  to  review  the  Phase  I  effort  before  making 
recommendations  on  the  Phase  II  community  liaison  process. 

10.        Paul  Porell  asked  if  work  on  short-term  bus  improvemehts  would 
be  continued  between  Phase  I  and  II.    Dick  Tilles  explained  that  Peter  Cal- 
caterra  was  discussing  this  prospect  with  Carlos  Diaz  of  MBTA Community 
Affairs  and  Marketing . 
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1.  Peter  Calcaterra  stated  that  the  purpose  of  today's  meeting  was  to  prepare 
for  the  upcoming  January  3lst  PWC  meeting  and  to  discuss  publication  of  the 
Phase  I  feasibility  report.    He  said  that  the  Phase  I  report  might  not  be 
submitted  to  UMTA  until  after  the  PWC  meeting.  This  would  permit  the  meeting's 
minutes  and  community  comments  to  be  Incorporated  in  the  report. 

2.  Sue  Clippinger  objected  to  any  delay  in  submitting  the  report  to  UMTA. 
She  said  that  it  was  important  to  get  the  approval  process  underway  so  that 
Phase  II  could  be  started  as  soon  as  possible. 

3.  Peter  Calcaterra  asked  for  comments  on  the  draft  copy  of  the  Phase  I 
report  which  had  been  submitted  to  most  of  the  participants  at  the  meeting. 
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4.  Ralph  Agee  said  that  he  was  concerned  about  dropping  rapid  transit 
options  prior  to  Phase  II.    He  felt  that  the  Phase  I  report  did  not  adequately 
document  the  reasons  for  dropping  rapid  transit.    He  would  be  more  willing  to 

accept  the  recommendations  ,  If  these  reasons  could  be  stated  better. 

5.  Dick  TlUes  said  that  he  would  rewrite  the  section  of  Chapter  10 
relating  to  rapid  transit  and  go  over  it  with  Ralph  Agee,  Craig  Inge,  Clark 
Frazier  and  Cecil  Brown  prior  to  publication  of  the  report. 

6.  Ralph  Agee  asked  how  It  was  possible  to  justify  rapid  transit  on  the 
relocated  Orange  Line  and  not  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue,  particularly  since  more 
people  lived  in  the  replacement  study  corridor  than  along  the  railroad  corridor. 
Ken  Kruckemeyer  said  that  rapid  transit  on  the  relocated  Orange  Line  has 
higher  rldership  than  replacement  options  because  it  not  only  gets  patrons 
along  its  length,  but  also  is  very  heavily  loaded  from  communities  south  of 
Forest  Hills  Station,  such  as  Roslindale,  Hyde  Park  and  Dedham.    These 
patrons  take  bus  or  auto  to  Forest  Hills.    Mattapan  Square,  the  terminus 

of  replacement  options,  would  only  pick  up  persons  from  the  relatively  low 
density  areas  of  Milton  and  lower  Mattapan. 


7.  Clark  Frazier   stated   that   he  agreed  with   the   contents  of   the 
Phase   I   report  and  with   its   recommendations.      He   asked   that   in 
Phase   II    several   issues   be    looked   into   further.      Specifically, 
he   asked   that  an   interest  rate   other   than   six  percent   in   esti- 
mating  operating   costs   be   used   and   that,    when   the   busway   on   Seaver 
Street   is   evaluated,    the   possibility   of   upgrading    it   in   the 
future   to    light   rail    is   also   considered.      Peter   Calcaterra   indi- 
cated  that  both  will   be  done. 

8.  It  was  decided  that  the  feasibility  report  would  be  Issued  after  the  ^ 
January  31  PWC  meeting  and  that  community  comments  would  be  incorporated  jj 
in  it.    Ralph  Agee  said  that  a  week  should  be  allowed  after  the  meeting  for 

receipt  of  comments. 
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COMMENTS  ON  PHASE  I  RECOMMENDATIONS 

ComiTients  on  the  recommendations  made  in  Chapter  10  of  this  re- 
port were  solicited  from  the  community  prior  to  and  during  the 
January  31,  1978  Project  Working  Committee  meeting.   The  sug- 
gestion form  shown  on  the  next  page  was  mailed  to  all  the  study 
mailing  list  and  distributed  at  the  meeting. 

Comments  received  prior  to  publication  of  this  report  follow. 

Mr.  Lawrence  R.  Renfroe 

32  Hall  Street 

Jamaica  Plain,  Ma.   02130 

I  disagree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

Commuter  rail  via  Midland  Branch  is  too  costly  for  the  few  it 
would  serve.   Electrify  the  branch  as  Riverside  was  done  in 
1959  for  light  rail.   Consider  keeping  and  rebuilding  more 
P.C.C.  cars  for  this  service.   Concentrate  on  light  rail  along 
Washington  Street  to  Dudley  then  via  Warren  Street  and  Blue 
Hill  Avenue  at  Mattapan  Square  with  a  connector  to  U.  Mass, 
Boston,  and  Huntington  Avenue.   Note  that  existing  car  facilities 
at  Arborway  could  serve  these  routes.   Add  more  feeder  buses. 
Busway  is  not  as  attractive  to  potential  users. 

Mr.  Robert  H.  Haas 
29  Monadnock  Street 
Dorchester,  Ma.   02125 

I  disagree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

There  is  no  adequate  direct  link  between  Uphams  Corner  and  down- 
town -  Zone  1.   Service  through  Dudley,  presently  the  best  of 
the  options,  has  always  been  inadequate.   A  railroad  link  on  the 
Midland  tracks  to  South  Station  will  be  a  much  needed  improvement. 
However,  if  LRV  service  is  the  ultimate  choice  for  the  Midland 
tracks  (Zone  3) ,  Uphams  Corner  users  should  not  be  subjected  to 
riding  the  length  of  Dudley  Street  to  Dudley  Station  (Zones  2  &  4) 
and  then  along  Washington  Street  to  enter  the  Green  Line  at 
Boylston. 

Service  on  the  Midland  Branch  is  needed  in  any  form.   In  particu- 
lar, LRV  service  on  the  Midland  Branch  should  link  to  Boylston- 
Park  Street  directly.   Crosstown  service  (LRV)  is  good  as  pro- 
posed (Columbia  Point  -  Uphams  Corner  -  Dudley  -  Ruggles  - 
Northeastern)  but  should  continue  to  Cambridge  -  preferably  to 
Central  Square. 
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Mr.  James  E.  Cofield,  Jr. 
52  East  Springfield  Street 
Boston,  Ma.   02118 

I  disagree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report, 

LRV s  in  tunnels  would  be  much  better  than  in  a  median  or  buses 
on  a  busway.   LRV s  are  a  very  good  solution.   It  is  just  that 
below-the  surface  vehicles  solve  all  of  the  negative  factors 
associated  with  surface  vehicles.   Further  study  should  be  done 
to  put  LRV's  in  tunnels  and  see  if  it  can  be  implemented.   It 
would  substantially  improve  development  potential  for  the  af- 
fected areas. 


Gareth  Kinkead 

Messinger  St.  Citizen  Association 

54  Messinger  Street 

Mattapan,  Ma.   02126 

The  service  from  Mattapan  to  Egleston  and  Jackson  Square  I  feel 
will  better  serve  the  interests  of  the  community  by  using  bus 
service.   In  the  interest  of  the  environment,  possibly  a  bus 
that  operates  by  battery  instead  of  gas  or  diesel  fuel  could  be 
used.   LRV's  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  would  bring  back  the  tracks 
and  noise.   Blue  Hill  Avenue  should  become  more  of  an  avenue 
of  beauty  with  trees,  homes,  businesses,  etc.   Security  must  be 
written-in  with  your  plans.   Public  transportation  service  can 
be  the  best  in  the  land  -  but  if  people  are  in  fear  of  being 
beaten,  robbed,  raped,  etc.,  then  you  will  find  no  takers.   Let 
me  make  the  point  by  using  a  Chinese  proverb:  "Firewood  alone 
will  not  start  a  fire". 


Edward  R.  Redd 

15  Kenelworth  Street 

Roxbury,  Ma.   02119 

In  Zone  1,  buses  only  should  be  used.   Wherever  LRV's  are  used, 
they  should  be  confined  to  tunnels  or  in  existing  railroad  right- 
of-way.   In  this  modern  society,  any  permanent  structure  that  would 
detract  from  the  beaty  of  a  surrounding  should  be  underground. 
This  may  cost  more  initially,  but  would  be  worth  the  investment  in 
the  long  run. 


Resident 

128  Union  Park  Street 

Boston,  Ma.   02118 

It  is  not  clear  from  the  brochure  whether  or  not  the  cost  analysis 
for  rapid  transit  considered  costs  on  a  long-term  basis,  taking 
into  account  such  things  as  snow  removal,  vehicle  derailment  in 
cold  weather,  and  other  comparative  maintenance  costs.   In  addition 
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Resident,  128  Union  Park  St.  (cont'd) 

to  the  advantages  summarized,  underground  stations  are  both 
warmer  and  safer. 

Bus  service  on  Washington  Street  should  be  out  of  the  question, 
The  pollution  in  that  area  is  already  terrible,  and  the  buses 
themselves  are  almost  always  filled  with  exhaust  fumes.   Noise 
and  poor  schedule  adherence  are  additional  reasons  not  be  use 
buses. 


Mr.  John  A.  Vitagliano 
Housing  Inspection  Department 
City  Hall  -  Room  809 
Boston,  Ma.   02201 

I  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Report. 


Mr.  Timothy  Anderson 
Franklin  Park  Zoo 
Boston,  Ma.   02121 

I  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Report. 

With  roughly  750,000  people  expected  to  attend  the  zoo  by  1982 
(estimated  by  Econmic  Research  Associates) ,  it  would  help  both 
the  zoo  and  the  visiting  public  to  have  a  easy  public  means  of 
getting  to  it.   Possibly  a  "Zoo"  stop  similar  to  the  existing 
"Aquarium"  stop  on  the  Blue  Line. 


Mr.  Hector  Ruiz 
Cooper  Community  Center 
1891  Washington  Street 
Roxbury,  Ma,   02119 

I  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

All  factors  needed  to  evaluate  the  various  alternatives  are 
covered  extremely  well  in  the  scope  and  range  of  the  project. 
Phase  I  is  the  culmination  of  all  the  groups'  ideas  and  its 
approval  is  most  needed.   All  the  technical  excellence  of  com- 
panies such  as  TAMS,  CBT,  and  GRDC  will  be  reflected  in  a  new 
and  modern  system  so  needed  in  Boston. 

I  would  like  to  see  Dudley  Station  modernized  and  become  a  central 
depot  for  connecting  lines.   The  LRV's  are  beautiful  vehicles 
because  of  comfort  and  convenience  and  are  quieter  than  buses. 
Briefly  -  LRV's  for  Blue  Hill  Avenue  to  Mattapan  and  South  End 
to  Downtown  are  my  choices. 
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Arthur  Hooper 

725  Tremont  Street  #410 

Boston,  Ma.   02118 

I  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

I  would  like  to  know  if  there  are  going  to  be  stations  with 
collectors  to  make  change  and  MBTA  employees  to  help  the  older 
people  at  night. 


Ann  Hershfang 

64  W.  Rutland  Square 

Boston,  Ma.   02118 

I  agree  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

In  my  opinion,  the  two  recommendations  for  the  South  End  make 
political  sense,  although  I  would  have  preferred  LRV's  in  a 
reservation  and  not  buses  on  a  busway. 
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SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 


In  early  June  of  1977,  a  survey  was  conducted  of  riders 
boarding  nine  selected  MBTA  rapid  transit  stations 
between  7:00  and  10:00  a.m.   The  stations  surveyed  were 
Forest  Hills,  Green,  Egleston,  Dudley,  Northampton  and 
Dover  on  the  Orange  Line,  and  Ashmont,  Fields  Corner 
and  Andrew  on  the  Red  Line.   The  survey  was  conducted 
to  provide  participants  in  the  Replacement  /  Transit 
Improvement  Study  with  up-to-date  knowledge  of  the  ori- 
gins, destinations  and  other  characteristics  of  current 
transit  riders. 


Origins  and  Destinations 

During  the  survey  period,  about  13,000  persons  boarded 
the  six  Orange  Line  stations,  and  about  8,400  persons 
boarded  the  three  Red  Line  stations.   Over  90%  of  the 
Orange  Line  riders  surveyed  and  nearly  three-fourths  of 
the  Red  Line  riders  surveyed  started  their  trips  within 
the  City  of  Boston.   More  than  80%  of  the  Orange  Line 
riders  and  over  70%  of  the  Red  Line  riders  had  destina- 
tions in  Boston  Proper  (that  is,  within  Massachusetts 
Avenue)  .   Back  Bay  represents  a  much  larger  share  of 
the  travel  bound  for  Boston  Proper  for  the  Red  Line 
ridership  than  it  does  for  the  Orange  Line  ridership 
(15.3%  vs.  6.6%).   Thqre  are  two  explanations  for  this: 
(1)  it  is  more  time  ccinsuming  for  Orange  Line  riders  to 
reach  Back  Bay  using  the  Green  Line  (westbound)  than  it 
is  for  Red  Line  riders,  and  (2)  some  potential  Orange 
Line  riders  use  the  Arboirway  Branch  to  reach  Back  Bay. 
Although  Charlestown,  Everett  and  Maiden  are  within 
easy  reach  of  the  Orange  Line,  only  a  small  percentage 
of  the  riders  surveyed  reported  these  areas  as  destina- 
tions. 

Since  1963,  boardings  at  the  six  Orange  Line  stations 
have  fallen  by  32%  (source:   1963  Transit  Postcard  Sur- 
vey) .   The  decline  rate  for  boarders  from  West  Roxbury, 
Roslindale  and  outer  Southwest  communities  greatly 
exceeds  this  overall  decline  rate.   The  number  of 
Orange  Line  boarders  coming  from  Jamaica  Plain,  Hyde 
Park  and  Dedham  has  remained  the  same  since  1963.   The 
change  in  Red  Line  boardings  since  1963  (a  decline  of 
over  50%)  reflects  a  diversion  of  ridership  to  the 
Quincy  Extension. 
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The  share  of  riders  boarding  at  the  Orange  and  Red  Line 
stations  who  are  bound  for  Back  Bay  has  grown  since 
1963.   This  is  due  to  increased  employment  and  retail 
activity  in  the  Back  Bay.   The  deterioration  of  Arbor- 
way  Branch  service  and  subsequent  diversion  of  Back  Bay 
bound  riders  to  the  Orange  Line  also  explains  the 
growth  of  the  Back  Bay  share  of  destinations  for  Orange 
Line  riders. 


Auto  Ownership  and  Dependency  on  Transit 

A  high  percentage  of  Orange  and  Red  Line  riders  are 
"captive" — they  have  no  choice  other  than  taking  public 
transportation.   Over  26%  of  the  Red  Line  users  sur- 
veyed and  32%  of  the  Orange  Line  users  surveyed  came 
from  households  with  no  automobile.   Surveys  conducted 
in  other  parts  of  metropolitan  Boston  show  signifi- 
cantly higher  rates  of  auto  ownership  among  transit 
ridership.   The  percentage  of  Blue  Line  patrons  coming 
from  households  with  no  automobile  is  17%.   The  Blue 
Line  serves  a  predominantly  urban  market.   Auto  owner- 
ship levels  for  users  of  transit  services  in  the  sub- 
urbs is  much  higher.   A  survey  of  riders  boarding  the 
Green  Line  and  the  MBTA  express  bus  services  operating 
from  Riverside  showed  that  4%  iof  the  Green  Line  riders 
and  less  than  2%  of  the  express  bus  riders  came  from 
households  where  no  automobile  was  operated  or  avail- 
able. 


Trip  Purpose 

On  both  lines,  the  vast  majority  of  riders,  about  95%, 
were  coming  from  their  homes.   About  80%  were  travel- 
ing to  work,  and  about  8%,  to  school.   The  remaining 
riders  were  going  home,  shopping,  or  to  a  medical 
location. 


Mode  of  Access  and  Departure 

Over  half  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  arrived  at  the  line 
by  bus,  with  another  one-fourth  walking,  and  about  18% 
driving  or  being  driven  to  their  station.   About  73%  of 
the  Orange  Line  riders  left  the  line  by  walking,  with 
another  20%  transferring  to  another  part  of  the  rapid 
transit  system,  and  about  7%  leaving  the  Orange  Line  by 
bus.   Six  percent  transferred  two  times  after  leaving 
the  Orange  Line. 

Bus  and,  at  Ashmont,  trolley  were  the  major  modes  of 
access  to  Red  Line  stations  surveyed.   Sixty-two  per- 
cent of  the  Red  Line  riders  left  the  line  by  walking. 
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Another  29%  transferred  to  another  part  of  the  rapid 
transit  system  upon  leaving  the  Red  Line.   Two  percent 
transferred  two  times  after  leaving  the  Red  Line. 


Comments  About  Service 

The  survey  respondents  most  frequently  cited  not  enough 
trains,  poor  condition  of  trains,  poor  condition  of 
stations  and  poor  quality  of  service  in  winter  as  their 
concerns  with  the  rapid  transit  service.   Only  about  6% 
of  the  respondents  said  that  they  were  satisfied  with 
the  service.   None  of  the  respondents  who  had  to  trans- 
fer to  the  Green  Line  to  complete  their  trips  reported 
satisfaction.   Most  of  the  comments  mentioning  bus  serv- 
ice dealt  with  poor  schedule  adherence  and  inadequate 
frequency. 
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1.0   INTRODUCTION 


1.1   PURPOSE 

This  is  one  of  a  series  of  technical  memoranda  produced 
by  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  (CTPS)  for 
the  Replacement  /  Transit  Improvement  Study  for  the 
South  End,  Roxbury,  Dorchester  and  Mattapan.   The  pur- 
pose of  a  technical  memorandum  is  to  document  the  proce- 
dures and  results  of  a  particular  work  task,  so  that 
the  information  is  accessible  to  all  participants  of 
the  study. 

The  purpose  of  this  technical  memorandum  is  to  dissemi- 
nate the  information  obtained  from  the  transit  rider 
survey,  which  was  conducted  to  identify  characteristics 
of  current  transit  users  in  the  study  area.   Separate 
memoranda  describe  the  results  of  the  market  analysis 
and  travel  forecasts  performed  as  part  of  the  study. 


1.2   DATA  ITEMS  COLLECTED 

In  early  June  of  1977,  a  survey  was  conducted  of  riders 
boarding  the  MBTA  rapid  transit  system  at  nine  selected 
stations  between  7:00  and  10:00  a.m.   The  stations  sur- 
veyed were  Forest  Hills,  Green,  Egleston,  Dudley,  North- 
ampton and  Dover  on  the  Orange  Line,  and  Ashmont, 
Fields  Corner  and  Andrew  on  the  Red  Line. 

Attachment  A  is  a  copy  of  the  form  distributed  to  rid- 
ers .   The  survey  was  conducted  to  provide  participants 
in  the  Replacement  /  Transit  Improvement  Study  with  up- 
to-date  information  on  the  origins  and  destinations  of 
transit  users  in  the  study  area.   The  survey  was  also 
intended  to  be  a  source  of  current  data  on  mode  of 
access  to  transit  stations  and  on  mode  used  from  transit 
stations.   Information  on  trip  purpose  was  collected. 
The  survey  form  asked  several  demographic  questions 
which  dealt  with  age,  occupation,  auto  ownership  and 
type  of  fare  paid.   Comments  on  the  service  were  also 
requested  on  the  survey  form. 
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1.3   BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  ON  PREVIOUS 
SURVEYS  AND  STUDIES 

Origin  and  destination  information  was  last  collected 
on  a  large  scale  in  two  efforts.  As  part  of  the  1963 
Transit  Postcard  Survey,  information  was  collected  from 
persons  using  the  public  transportation  system.   In 
that  survey,  information  on  submode  (transportation 
mode  to  and  from  the  transit  system) ,  station  or  stop 
of  boarding  and  alighting,  trip  purpose,  auto  ownership, 
driver's  license  and  trip  frequency  was  gathered  in 
connection  with  the  transit  trip  being  made  at  the  time 
of  the  survey.   In  the  1963  Home  Interview  Survey,  data 
was  gathered  from  residents  living  in  the  Eastern  Massa- 
chusetts Regional  Planning  Project  (EMRPP)  study  area. 
In  that  survey,  origin-destination,  submode,  trip  pur- 
pose and  demographic  data  were  collected  for  all  travel 
by  all  members  of  selected  households  on  a  specific  day. 
The  information  collected  in  the  1963  Postcard  Survey 
and  the  1963  Home  Interview  Survey  serves  as  the  basis 
for  models  used  to  predict  travel  behavior  in  the 
Replacement  /  Transit  Improvement  Study.   The  origin- 
destination  information  obtained  from  the  1977  survey 
will  assure  the  accuracy  of  these  travel  forecasting 
models  before  they  are  used  in  this  study. 

Information  on  ridership  levels  on  the  rapid  transit 
system  and  on  MBTA  buses  has  been  compiled  as  part  of 
the  CTPS/EOTC  Transit  Marketing  Study.   This  study 
presented  data  on  overall  trends  in  public  transporta- 
tion usage  between  1965  and  1976,  as  well  as  changes  in 
boardings  at  individual  stations.   Surveys  of  ridership 
of  specific  bus  routes  have  been  conducted  recently  by 
the  MBTA  Department  of  Community  Affairs  and  Marketing. 
Demographic  and  origin-destination  information  is  gath- 
ered in  this  on-going  effort  to  survey  bus  riders. 

The  1970  U.S.  Census  collected  information  on  auto  own- 
ership, income,  household  size,  age  and  other  demo- 
graphic characteristics  for  all  U.S.  residents.   These 
items  are  usually  available  on  a  census  tract  or  block 
level.   Information  on  travel  to  work  was  collected  by 
the  Census  in  1970. 


1.4   VALUE  OF  DATA  COLLECTED  BY  THE  SURVEY  IN 

THE  REPLACEMENT  /  TRANSIT  IMPROVEMENT  STUDY 

The  information  gained  from  the  survey  is  necessary  to 
ansv/er  the  detailed  questions  about  transit  options 
under  consideration  in  Phase  II  of  the  Replacement  / 
Transit  Improvement  Study.   Estimates  of  use  of  sub- 
modes  in  connection  with  each  option  will  be  developed 
in  Phase  II.   Data  from  this  survey  will  be  useful  as  a 
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basis  for  these  estimates.  The  survey  has  given  MBTA 
planners  feedback  on  travel  patterns  of  transit  users 
and  on  problems  current  riders  experience. 
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2.0   PROCEDURES  FOLLOWED  IN  CONDUCTING  THE  SURVEY 


2.1   DAYS,  TIMES  AND  PLACES  OF  THE  SURVEY 

The  survey  was  conducted  between  7:00  and  10:00  a.m.  on 
June  7,  8  and  9,  1977.   On  June  7f  survey  forms  were 
distributed  to  persons  boarding  the  Orange  Line  at 
Forest  Hills,  Green  and  Egleston  stations,  and  on  June 
8,  boarders  at  Dudley,  Northampton  and  Dover  received 
survey  forms.   On  June  9,  Red  Line  riders  boarding  at 
Ashroont,  Fields  Corner  and  Andrew  were  surveyed.   The 
three  survey  days  fell  in  the  middle  of  the  work  week 
(Tuesday  through  Thursday) .   The  weather  on  these  days 
was  somewhat  uniform.   It  was  colder  than  average  for 
early  June.   Light  to  moderate  rain  fell  on  the  morning 
of  June  7. 


2.2   SURVEY  DISTRIBUTION  AND  RESPONSE 

At  each  station  the  survey  forms  were  distributed  to 
inbound  and  outbound  rapid  transit  boarders  immediately 
after  they  had  passed  through  the  turnstile  area.   At 
the  terminal  rapid  transit  stations,  Ashmont  and  Forest 
Hills,  forms  were  given  to  inbound  boarders.   At  Ash- 
mont, forms  were  passed  out  to  inbound  Red  Line  riders 
and  not  to  outbound  riders  of  the  Mattapan  High  Speed 
Line. 

The  forms  had  serial  numbers.   At  each  station  the 
sequence  of  forms  distributed  was  recorded.   The  sta- 
tion of  boarding  corresponding  with  each  response  could 
be  determined  by  the  serial  number  on  the  survey  form. 

The  survey  form  was  printed  on  a  hard  B^s"  x  11"  card 
(see  Attachment  A) .   The  reverse  side  of  the  form  was  a 
business  reply  mail  card.   Survey  respondents  could 
mail  their  forms  to  the  MBTA.   If  the  survey  respondent 
had  sufficient  time  to  complete  the  form  before  board- 
ing a  rapid  transit  car,  the  form  could  be  returned  to 
a  member  of  the  survey  team  at  the  boarding  station. 
The  form  could  also  be  returned  to  specially  identified 
survey  collectors  at  downtown  transit  stations  on  the 
morning  of  the  survey. 

A  total  of  16,500  forms  were  handed  out  during  the  sur- 
vey. There  were  4,700  cards  returned,  which  represents 
28.5%  of  all  forms  distributed.   Approximately  540 
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forms  were  completed  before  the  respondent  boarded  the 
rapid  transit  and  about  86  0  forms  were  returned  to  sur- 
vey personnel  at  the  downtown  transit  stations.   The 
remaining  3,300  forms  were  returned  by  mail. 

Table  2-1  shows  information  on  the  number  of  passengers 
using  each  station  on  the  morning  of  the  survey  and  on 
the  number  of  forms  distributed  and  returned  on  a  sta- 
tion by  station  basis.   Coverage,  represented  by  survey 
cards  distributed  divided  by  the  number  of  persons 
boarding  at  ^   station,  varied  from  station  to  station. 
At  low  volume  stations,  coverage  was  high.   For  stations 
with  less  than  3,500  morning  period  boarders,  between 
80%  and  95%  of  all  boarders  were  given  survey  forms. 

Forest  Hills  and  Ashmont  had  lower  coverage  than  the 
rest  of  the  stations  surveyed.   This  was  due  to  a  num- 
ber of  factors.   Both  stations  are  terminals.   When  a 
train  is  waiting  at  the  platfoinn,  riders  entering  the 
platform  tend  to  rush  to  the  train.   They  do  not  know 
whether  the  train  is  just  about  to  leave  and  are  less 
willing  to  slow  down  to  accept  a  survey.   (The  members 
of  the  survey  teams  were  instructed  that  while  their 
purpose  was  to  give  out  forms,  they  were  not  allowed  to 
impede  passenger  movement.)   When  a  train  is  not  at  the 
platform,  the  volumes  are  so  great  that  platforms  fill 
with  boarders  and  distribution  of  forms  becomes  diffi- 
cult.  Finally,  a  large  share  of  the  arrivals  at  Forest 
Hills  and  Ashmont  are  by  feeder  bus  or  streetcar  and 
are  not  distributed  evenly  over  time.   A  loaded  bus  or 
streetcar  can  drop  off  50  or  more  people  at  the  station 
at  once. 

It  can  also  be  seen  from  Table  2-1  that  the  percent 
return  (cards  returned  divided  by  cards  distributed) 
varied  from  38%  at  Green  to  a  low  of  18%  at  Dudley. 
The  overall  rate  of  coverage  was  77.1%.   The  overall 
rate  of  return  was  28.5%.   This  means  that  the  number 
of  forms  returned  represented  22.0%  of  the  number  of 
persons  boarding  at  the  stations  during  the  time  of  the 
survey. 


2.3   PROCEDURES  TO  COUNT  TOTAL  BOARDINGS  AT  STATIONS 

At  each  station,  during  the  morning  of  the  survey, 
personnel  recorded  the  total  number  of  persons  board- 
ing.  These  volumes  were  recorded  every  15  minutes. 
Passengers  using  turnstiles  were  counted  by  reading  the 
passometers.   Passengers  using  the  pass  gates  or  cash 
boxes  were  counted  separately  with  hand  counters. 
Special  forms  for  recording  turnstile  readings  were 
prepared  for  each  station  prior  to  the  survey.   These 
forms  had  a  schematic  of  the  bank  of  turnstiles  and 
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serial  numbers  for  each  turnstile  and  cash  box.   The 
forms  reduced  the  possibility  of  error  and  enabled 
results  to  be  cross-checked  after  the  survey.   The  num- 
ber of  persons  counted  boarding  at  each  station  is 
shown  in  Table  2-1. 


2.4   EXPANSION  FACTORS 

To  compensate  for  the  variation  in  response  rates 
between  riders  boarding  at  the  different  stations,  each 
survey  response  was  weighted  according  to  station  of 
boarding.   These  expansion  factors* are  shown  in  Table 
2-2.   Using  these  factors,  it  was  possible  to  bring 
total  responses  to  any  question  up  to  a  "control  total" 
equal  to  total  persons  counted  boarding  during  the 
survey  period.   The  results  described  in  Section  3  are 
based  upon  expansion  of  survey  responses  by  these 
factors. 

The  completed  responses  to  any  particular  question  on 
the  survey  form  had  to  be  further  expanded  to  compen- 
sate for  respondents  who  failed  to  answer  the  question. 
In  other  words,  responses  to  particular  questions  had 
to  be  weighted  by  factors  larger  than  those  shown  in 
Table  2-2  to  reach  to  control  totals,  because  some 
respondents  did  not  answer  all  questions  on  the  survey 
form.   Most  questions  were  completed  by  all  but  a  few 
respondents  (typically  one  to  three  percent  non- 
response)  .   The  questions  dealing  with  origin  and  desti- 
nation had  significant  rates  of  non-response.   About 
70%  of  the  respondents  answered  both  the  origin  and  the 
destination  question. 


2.5   SURVEY  DATA  FILE 

Appendix  B  is  a  listing  of  the  items  in  the  survey  data 
file.   Coding  used  in  the  data  file  is  also  described 
in  this  appendix. 


*  The  Expansion  Factor  is  equal  to  the  number  of  passengers  actually 
boarding  at  a  station  divided  hy  the  number  of  questionnaires 
received  from  passengers  boarding  at  that  station. 
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station 
Forest  Hills 
Green 
Egleston 
Dudley 
Northampton 
Dover 
Ashmont 
Fields  Corner 
Andrew 


Expansion  Factor 
4.80 
2.87 
5.25 
6.45 
3.88 
5.31 
3.57 
4.41 
5.41 


B.15 


-  11  - 


3.0   SURVEY  RESULTS 


3.1   DEMOGRAPHIC  ITEMS 

During  the  survey  period,  about  13,000  persons  boarded 
the  six  Orange  Line  stations  and  about  8,400  persons 
boarded  the  three  Red  Line  stations. 

3.1.1  Occupation 

Table  3-1  shows  information  on  the  occupation  of  the 
transit  riders.   The  majority  (63%)  of  the  transit  rid- 
ers classified  themselves  as  either  clerical  or  profes- 
sional workers,  although  relatively  few  professionals 
boarded  at  Dudley,  Egleston,  Fields  Corner  or  Andrew. 
Students  make  up  about  11%  of  all  boarders,  with  larger 
proportions  of  students  at  Fields  Corner,  Egleston  and 
Dudley. 

3.1.2  Age 

Information  on  the  age  of  the  transit  riders  is  shown 
in  Table  3-2.   Overall,  about  5%  of  the  boarders  are  17 
years  of  age  or  less,  with  considerable  variation 
between  proportions  for  individual  stations.   The  over- 
all share  of  boarders  under  18  at  Red  and  Orange  Line 
stations  is  not  extraordinarily  large  or  small.   A  sur- 
vey conducted  by  CTPS  as  part  of  the  North  Shore 
Transit  Improvement  Project  found  that  Blue  Line  rider- 
ship  under  18  years  of  age  represents  less  than  3%  of 
all  boarders.   Another  survey  conducted  by  CTPS  as  part 
of  the  Riverside  Station  Improvement  Study  showed  that 
about  5%  of  all  Green  Line  boarders  at  Riverside  are 
under  18  years  of  age.   Both  surveys  were  conducted  in 
late  spring  of  1977  during  morning  peak  periods. 

About  5%  and  4%,  respectively,  of  the  Red  Line  and 
Orange  Line  boarders  surveyed  are  65  years  of  age  or 
older.   These  overall  percentages  are  neither  unusually 
high  nor  low.   About  2%  and  4%,  respectively,  of  the 
Blue  Line  and  the  Riverside  Station  (on  the  Green  Line) 
boarders  are  65  years  of  age  or  older.   Typically,  the 
elderly  make  up  greater  portions  of  the  transit  rider- 
ship  during  midday  than  during  peak  periods.   The 
shares  of  daily  boardings  by  riders  65  years  of  age  or 
older  would  probably  be  greater  than  the  shares  shown 
in  Table  3-2. 
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r 


station 

Age  Group 

of 
Boarding 

17  or 
under 

18-24 

25-44 

45-59 

60-64 

65  or 
over 

Forest  Hills 

1.7 

19.5 

36.7 

27.9 

8.0 

6.1 

Green 

5.5 

23.2 

48.6 

14.9 

4.4 

3.3 

Egleston 

8.9 

31.7 

41.3 

13.5 

3.9 

0.8 

Dudley 

8.6 

32.0 

39.2 

16.0 

2.1 

2.1 

Northampton 

5.3 

24.2 

55.3 

9.5 

3.7 

2.1 

Dover 

7.9 

19.4 

57.6 

12.7 

1.8 

0.6 

Orange  Line 
Surveyed* 

5.0 

24.5 

40.8 

20.7 

5.2 

3.8 

Ashmont  2 . 5 
Fields  Corner  13.6 
Andrew  6 . 2 


27.0 

37.9 

22.1 

5.9 

4.6 

30.8 

29.3 

18.5 

4.4 

3.3 

28.3 

30.8 

23.6 

5.1 

6.2 

Red  Line 
Surveyed* 


5.6 


28.0 


34.7 


21.6 


5.4 


4.7 


*Total  percentages  for  each  line  are  based  upon  survey  results 
expanded  to  reflect  the  number  of  boardings  at  each  station. 

Note;  This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a  survey 
conducted  in  June,  1977.  Hours  of  the  survey  were 
7  AM  to  10  AM. 


TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP  AGE  GROUPS 
(IN  PERCENTAGES) 
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3.1.3  Auto  Ownership 

A  high  percentage  of  Orange  Line  and  Red  Line  riders 
are  "captive" — they  have  no  choice  other  than  taking 
public  transportation.   Table  3-3  presents  information 
on  auto  ownership  rates.   Over  26%  of  the  Red  Line 
users  surveyed  come  from  households  with  no  automobile. 
For  Orange  Line  riders  this  percentage  is  32%.   Auto 
ownership  rates  are  lowest  among  riders  boarding  at 
Dudley  and  Northampton. 

Surveys  conducted  in  other  parts  of  metropolitan  Boston 
show  significantly  higher  rates  of  auto  ownership  among 
transit  ridership.   The  percentage  of  Blue  Line  patrons 
coming  from  households  with  no  automobile  is  17% — 
almost  ten  percentage  points  below  the  number  for  the 
Red  Line  and  fifteen  points  below  the  number  for  the 
Orange  Line. 

The  Blue  Line  serves  a  predominantly  urban  market. 
Auto  ownership  levels  for  users  of  transit  services  in 
the  suburbs  are  much  higher.   A  survey  of  riders  board- 
ing the  Green  Line  and  the  MBTA  express  bus  services 
operating  from  Riverside  showed  that  4%  of  the  Green 
Line  riders  and  less  than  2%  of  the  express  bus  riders 
come  from  households  where  no  automobile  was  operated 
or  available. 

3.1.4  Method  of  Payment  /  Use  by  Handicapped 

Table  3-4  shows  the  type  of  fare  paid  by  survey  respond- 
ents.  The  majority  (75%)  of  the  boarders  pay  a  regular 
cash  fare.   About  14%  of  all  boarders  use  the  pre-paid 
pass.   Handicapped  riders,  as  measured  by  survey 
respondents  using  the  handicapped  fare,  represent  less 
than  1%  of  the  riders  on  each  line. 


3.2   TRIP  PURPOSE 

Table  3-5  gives  information  on  trip  purpose.   On  both 
lines,  the  vast  majority  of  the  riders,  about  95%,  were 
coming  from  their  homes.   About  80%  were  traveling  to 
work  and  about  8%  were  going  to  school.   The  remaining 
riders  were  going  home,  shopping  or  to  a  medical  loca- 
tion. 

On  other  parts  of  the  MBTA,  work  trips  usually  make  up 
a  higher  share  of  peak  period  boardings  than  the  share 
found  on  the  Orange  and  Red  lines  in  this  survey.   Work 
trips  represent  86%  of  the  Blue  Line  boardings,  88%  of 
the  Quincy  extension  boardings  and  95%  of  the  Riverside 
Express  Bus  boardings.   The  exception  to  this  general- 
ization is  at  Riverside  Station,  where  66%  of  persons 
boarding  the  Green  Line  are  on  work  trips. 
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Station  of 

Automobiles 

in  Household 

Boarding 

None 

One 

Two 

Three  or  more 

Forest  Hills 

18.9 

51.5 

22.2 

7.3 

Green 

31.5 

48.3 

15.7 

4.5 

Egleston 

37.3 

47.1 

14.1 

1.6 

Dudley 

52.3 

35.7 

10.0 

2.1 

Northampton 

43.6 

46.3 

8.0 

2,1 

Dover 

35.8 

47.5 

14.8 

1.9 

Orange  Line 
Surveyed* 

32.5 

46.3 

16.6 

4.6 

Ashinont 

21.0 

51.4 

19.4 

8.1 

Fields  Corner 

32.5 

48.8 

13.5 

5.2 

Andrew 

36.4 

41.1 

17.8 

4.7 

Red  Line 
Surveyed* 

26.4 

48.9 

17.9 

6.8 

*Total  percentages  for  each  line  are  based  upon  survey  results 
expanded  to  reflect  number  of  boardings  at  each  station. 

Note:  This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a  survey 
conducted  in  June,  1977.  Hours  of  the  survey  were 
7  AM  to  10  AM. 


AUTO  OWNERSHIP  LEVELS  FOR  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 
(IN  PERCENTAGES) 
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Method  of 

Transit 

Line 

Surveyed 

Payment 

Orange  Line* 

Red  Line* 

Student  Transfer 

3.6 

3.4 

Elderly 

3.6 

4.3 

Handicapped 

0.2 

0.6 

Student  Half  Fare 

1.9 

1.6 

Child  Half  Fare 

0.2 

0.1 

Pre-Paid  Pass 

14.9 

13.7 

Cash  Fare 

75.1 

75.5 

Other 

0.4 

0.9 

*Total  percentages  for  each  line  are  based  upon  survey 
results  expanded  to  reflect  niomber  of  boardings  at 
each  station 

Note:   This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a 
survey  conducted  in  June,  1977.   Hours  of 
the  survey  were  7  AM  to  10  AM. 
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METHODS  OF  PAYMENT  BY  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 
(IN  PERCENTAGES) 
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f 

Category  of 
Trip  Purpose 

Transit  Line 
Orange  Line* 

Surve^ 
Red  ] 

i^ed 
Line* 

Work 

81. 

4 

80 

.6 

School 

7. 

7 

8 

.8 

Shopping 

3. 

2 

2 

.4 

Home 

2. 

5 

2 

.1 

Medical 

1. 

3 

1 

.7 

Other 

3. 

8 

4 

.4 

*Total  percentages 
results  expanded 
each  station. 

for  each  line  are  based  upon 
to  reflect  number  of  boarding: 

survey 
3  at 

v_ 


Note:   This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a 
survey  conducted  in  June,  1977.   Hours  of 
the  survey  were  7  AM  to  10  AM. 
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TRIP  PURPOSES  FOR  TRANSIT  RIDERS 
(IN  PERCENTAGES) 
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3.3   ORIGINS 

Figure  3-1  shows  the  Orange  Line  and  Red  Line  in  rela- 
tion to  Boston  and  nearby  communities.   Information  on 
the  origins  of  transit  riders  is  shown  in  Table  3-6. 
Over  90%  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  surveyed  started 
their  trip  within  the  City  of  Boston.   Most  of  the 
Orange  Line  riders  came  from  Roxbury  (24%) ,  Jamaica 
Plain  (21%),  West  Roxbury  /  Roslindale  (12%),  Hyde  Park 
(11%)  and  Dorchester  (9%) .   Dedham  was  the  only  city  or 
town  besides  Boston  having  a  significant  number  of 
origins  for  Orange  Line  riders  (4%) . 

Nearly  three-fourths  of  all  Red  Line  riders  surveyed 
had  Boston  origins.   Half  of  the  riders  came  from  Dor- 
chester and  about  10%  came  from  Mattapan.   Milton  repre- 
sented 12%  of  the  origins.   The  South  Shore  communities 
beyond  Route  128  collectively  account  for  about  7%  of 
all  Red  Line  origins. 


3.4   DESTINATIONS 

More  than  90%  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  surveyed  had 
Boston  destinations.   Data  on  destinations  of  Orange 
and  Red  Line  riders  is  shown  in  Table  3-7.   Boston 
Proper  (that  is,  within  Massachusetts  Avenue)  was  the 
destination  for  eight  out  of  ten  Orange  Line  riders. 
Downtown  Boston  was  the  destination  for  nearly  90%  of 
the  riders  going  to  Boston  Proper.   About  4%  of  the 
Orange  Line  riders  were  going  to  Cambridge.   Although 
Charlestown,  Everett  and  Maiden  are  within  easy  reach 
of  the  Orange  Line,  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  rid- 
ers surveyed  reported  these  areas  as  destinations. 

Nearly  90%  of  the  Red  Line  riders  surveyed  had  destina- 
tions in  Boston.   Over  70%  of  the  Red  Line  riders  were 
going  to  Boston  Proper.   About  8%  of  the  riders  had 
Cambridge  as  a  destination. 

Downtown  Boston  was  the  destination  for  82%  of  the  Red 
Line  riders  going  to  Boston  Proper.   Back  Bay  repre- 
sents a  much  larger  share  of  the  travel  bound  for 
Boston  Proper  for  the  Red  Line  ridership  than  it  does 
for  the  Orange  Line  ridership  (15.3%  vs.  6.6%).   It  is 
more  time  consuming  for  Orange  Line  riders  to  reach 
Back  Bay  destinations  using  the  Green  Line  than  it  is 
for  Red  Line  riders.   Red  Line  riders  can  transfer  to 
any  branch  of  the  Green  Line  at  Park  Street.   Orange 
Line  riders  can  transfer  to  the  Green  Line  at  Haymarket 
or  North  Station.   Additional  transfers  may  be  required 
to  reach  the  correct  branch  of  the  Green  Line.   The 
Orange  Line  rider  must  travel  a  greater  distance  on  the 
Green  Line  than  the  Red  Line  rider  to  reach  a  specific 
destination.   Also,  some  potential  Orange  Line  riders 
use  the  Arborway  Branch  to  reach  Back  Bay. 
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DEDHAM 


ORANGE  LINE  AND  RED  LINE  IN  RELATION  TO  BOSTON 
NEIGHBORHOODS  AND  NEARBY   COMMUNITIES 
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3.5   STATIONS  OF  BOARDING  AND  ALIGHTMENT 

3.5.1  Orange  Line 

Information  on  boardings  by  station  is  shown  in  Table 
2-1.   The  counts  made  at  each  station  showed  that  6,076 
persons  boarded  the  Orange  Line  at  Forest  Hills  during 
the  morning  of  the  survey,  which  represents  almost  half 
of  the  Orange  Line  boardings  (13,012).   Another  one- 
fourth  of  the  ridership  boarded  at  Dudley,  and  one- 
eighth,  at  Egleston.   The  combined  boardings  at  Green, 
Northampton  and  Dover  account  for  18%  of  all  boardings 
observed  at  Orange  Line  stations. 

Table  3-8  shows  information  on  the  percentage  of  Orange 
Line  boarders  alighting  at  each  station.   Only  2%  of 
the  Orange  Line  riders  traveled  on  the  line  beyond 
North  Station.   Most  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  left  the 
line  at  either  Washington  or  State  Station.   About 
5,065  (40%)  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  alighted  at  Wash- 
ington. 

About  16%  of  the  boardings  at  Northampton  and  Dover, 
the  two  innermost  stations  surveyed,  were  in  the  out- 
bound direction »   The  percentage  of  outbound  boardings 
at  other  Orange  Line  stations  surveyed  was  considerably 
lower. 

3.5.2  Red  Line 

Table  2-1  shows  information  on  boardings  at  Red  Line 
stations.   Most  of  the  Red  Line  riders  surveyed — six 
out  of  every  ten — boarded  at  Ashmont.   The  remaining 
boarders  were  split  almost  evenly  between  Fields  Corner 
and  Andrew  Station. 

Table  3-9  presents  information  on  the  percentage  of  Red 
Line  boarders  alighting  at  each  station.   The  majority 
of  the  riders  surveyed  left  the  Red  Line  at  either  Park 
(40%)  or  Washington  (25%) .   Over  13%  left  at  South  Sta- 
tion, and  about  8%  alighted  at  Red  Line  stations  in 
Cambridge  (Kendall,  Central  or  Harvard) . 

Travel  on  the  Red  Line  outbound  by  persons  surveyed  was 
very  limited:   less  than  3%  of  the  boarders  at  Fields 
Corner  rode  outbound,  less  than  2%  of  the  Andrew  board- 
ers rode  the  main  branch  of  the  Red  Line  outbound,  and 
about  4%  of  the  Andrew  boarders  rode  the  Quincy  Exten- 
sion outbound. 
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3.6   STATION  ACCESS  AND  DEPARTURE 
3.6.1   Orange  Line 

3.6.1.1  Access 

Information  on  the  submode  of  access  to  the  Orange  Line 
stations  is  shown  in  Table  3-10.  Over  half  of  the  rid- 
ers arrived  at  the  line  by  bus,  with  another  one-fourth 
walking,  and  about  18%  driving  or  being  driven  to  their 
station.  About  1%  of  all  boarders  used  two  transit 
vehicles  (for  example,  transfer  from  one  bus  to  another) 
to  reach  their  boarding  station. 

While  the  percentages  of  arrivals  by  different  sub- 
modes  vary  considerably  from  station  to  station,  the 
absolute  number  of  persons  walking  to  the  stations 
hardly  varies.   The  number  of  persons  walking  to  an 
Orange  Line  station  ranged  from  660  at  Forest  Hills  to 
400  at  Green  Street  Station.   The  number  of  arrivals  by 
bus  to  the  stations  varied  a  great  deal  due  to  differ- 
ent supplies  of  feeder  service  to  the  stations.   The 
number  of  arrivals  by  auto  varied  as  a  result  of  a  num- 
ber of  factors.   Some  of  the  factors  are  parking  space 
availability,  safety  of  the  station  area  from  crime, 
and  location  of  the  station  in  relation  to  the  highway 
system. 

3.6.1.2  Departure 

About  73%  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  did  not  specify 
that  a  transfer  was  made  to  another  mass  transit  line 
after  they  left  the  Orange  Line.   Presumably,  these 
persons  walked  to  their  destinations.   About  7%  used  a 
bus  immediately  after  leaving  the  Orange  Line.   Another 
3%  of  the  riders  transferred  from  the  Orange  Line  to 
another  part  of  the  rapid  transit  system  and  then  used 
a  bus  to  get  to  their  destination. 

Twenty  percent  of  the  Orange  Line  riders  used  the  Red, 
Blue  or  Green  Line  upon  alightment  from  the  Orange  Line. 
Table  3-11  presents  information  on  the  number  of  trans- 
fers to  other  rapid  transit  lines.   About  1,700  riders, 
or  13%  of  the  riders  surveyed,  transfer  to  the  Red  Line. 
About  400  of  these  riders  continue  to  the  Green  Line 
from  the  Red  Line.   Another  180  riders  transfer 
directly  to  the  Green  Line  from  the  Orange  Line  (at  Hay- 
market  or  North  Station).   About  710  riders,  or  5.5%  of 
the  riders  surveyed,  transfer  to  the  Blue  Line. 
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II 


Line 

Station 

Number  of 

Number  of 

Line  Trans- 

Departed 

Name 

Departures 

Transfers 

ferred  to 

ORANGE 

Washington 

5,240 

1,700* 

Red 

ORANGE 

State 

4,080 

710 

Blue 

ORANGE 

Haymarket 

690 

170 

Green 

ORANGE 

No.  Station 

430 

10 

Green 

RED 

Washington 

2,300 

620 

Orange 

RED 

Park 

3,220 

1,760 

Green 

♦About  400  of  these  riders  continue  to  the  Green  Line  from  the 
Red  Line. 

Note:   This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a  survey 

conducted  in  June  1977.   Hours  of  the  survey  were  7:00 
to  10:00  a.m. 
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3.6.2   Red  Line 


3.6.2.1   Access 


Information  on  the  sub-mode  of  access  to  the  Red  Line 
stations  is  shown  in  Table  3-10.   Percentage  arrival  by 
the  different  sub-modes  varies  considerably  from  sta- 
tion to  station.   Trolley  is  only  an  option  at  Ashmont. 
At  Ashmont,  22%  of  the  riders  walked  to  the  station, 
36%  used  bus  only,  22%  used  the  Mattapan  High  Speed 
Line  only,  and  8%  used  both  a  bus  and  the  Mattapan  Line. 
Over  half  of  the  riders  boarding  at  Fields  Corner 
walked  to  the  station.   Forty  percent  of  the  Fields 
Corner  boarders  used  bus  to  reach  the  station.   At 
Andrew,  30%  of  the  boarders  walked  to  the  station,  50% 
took  a  bus,  and  17%  drove  or  were  driven  to  the  station. 

3.6.2.2  Departures 

Sixty-two  percent  of  the  Red  Line  riders  did  not  spec- 
ify that  a  transfer  was  made.   They  presumably  walked. 
Eight  percent  left  the  Red  Line  by  bus,  with  another  1% 
transferring  from  the  Red  Line  to  another  rapid  transit 
line  and  then  to  a  bus.   Twenty-nine  percent  of  the  Red 
Line  riders  surveyed  transferred  to  another  part  of  the 
rapid  transit  system  after  leaving  the  Red  Line.   This 
breaks  down  as  follows:   About  620  riders  (7.4%  of  the 
Red  Line  riders  surveyed)  transfer  to  the  Orange  Line, 
and  about  1,760  riders  (21.9%  of  the  riders  surveyed) 
transfer  to  the  Green  Line.   A  few  of  these  riders 
(about  105)  continue  to  the  Blue  Line  from  the  Orange 
or  Green  lines. 


3.7   MAJOR  TRANSIT  ROUTES  OF  ACCESS 

Figure  3-2  shows  the  feeder  bus  network  for  the  Orange 
Line  and  Red  Line.   Tables  3-12  and  3-13,  respectively, 
give  information  on  the  number  of  persons  arriving  at 
the  Orange  Line  and  Red  Line  stations  surveyed  by  indi- 
vidual bus  routes.   This  data  is  useful  to  determine 
how  many  riders  arrive  at  the  station  by  one  route  rela- 
tive to  another  route.   The  data  is  of  limited  value  as 
a  source  of  bus  ridership  data  for  two  reasons.   First, 
the  data  has  been  expanded  from  survey  responses  (proce- 
dure for  expansion  described  in  Section  2.4).   Second, 
the  bus  riders  using  the  bus  routes  and  not  boarding 
the  rapid  transit  system  are  not  represented  in  Tables 
3-12  and  3-13.   Peak  load  counts,  characteristic  counts 
and  surveys  conducted  for  individual  bus  routes  are 
better  sources  of  bus  ridership  data. 
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FEEDER  BUS  NETWORK  TO  THE 
ORANGE  LINE  AND  RED  LINE  ' 
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Nxjmber 

1 
15 
21 
22 
23 
28 
29 
31 
32 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
40 
41 
42 
44 
45 
50 
51 
59 
66 


Bus  Routes  Serving  Orange  Line 


Name  of  Bus  Route 


Arrivals  by  Bus 
at  Station 


Harvard-Dudley 

Kane  Sq. -Dudley 

Ashinont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont-Dudley  via  Talbot 

Ashmont-Dudley  via  Washington 

Mattapan-Arborway 

Mattapan-Egleston 

Wolcott  Sq.-Mattapan 

Cleary  Sq.-Arborway  via  Hyde  Park 

Dedham  Line-Arborway 

Stimson-Arborvay 

Charles  River-Arborway 

Vermont-Arborway 

Wren  St. -Green 

George town-Arborway 

Centre &Eliot-Dudley 

Egles ton-Dudley 

Seaver  St. -Dudley 

Franklin  Park-Dudley 

Cleary  Sq.-Arborway  via  Washington 

Cleveland  Circle-Arborway 

Chestnut  Hill-Forest  Hills 

Alls ton-Dudley 

Remaining  Bus  Routes* 


Total  arriving  at  Orange  Line  by  Bus 
Arrival  at  Orange  Line  by  Arborway  Line 


64 
329 
.  71 
442 
493 
138 
781 

58 
495 
974 
163 
547 
170 
223 
125 
205 
134 
547 
376 
151 
270 

70 
157 
284 

7,267 

70 


*Arrivals  at  the  stations  for  all  bus  routes  carrying 
less  than  50  persons  to  the  station  during  the 
morning  peak  period  are  shown  here. 

Note:  This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a  survey 
conducted  in  June,  1977.  Hours  of  the  survey  were 
7  AM  to  10  AM. 
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Bus  Routes  Serving  Red  Line 

Arrivals  by  Bus 


Number  Name  of  Bus  Route  at  Station 


10 

16 

17 

18 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

33 

215 

217 

240 

City  Point-Dudley  82 

Egleston-Andrew  148 

Fields  Corner-Andrew  552 

Ashmont-Andrew  119 

Fields  Corner-Neponset  465 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills  142 

Ashmont-Dudley  via  Talbot  122 

Ashmont-Dudley  via  V7ashington  97 

Wakefield  Ave-Mattapan  63 

Gallivan-Ashmont  125 

Norfolk-Ashmont  163 

Mattapan-Ashmont  163 

Dedhcim  Line-Mattapan  65 

Quincy  Center-Ashmont  102 

Ashmont-Wollaston  58 

Avon-Ashmont  451 

Remaining  Bus  Routes*  263- 

Total  arriving  at  Red  Line  by  bus  3,180 

Persons  arriving  at  Red  Line  by  Mattapan 

line  only  1,196 

Persons  arriving  at  Red  Line  by  Bus  and 

Mattapan  Line  393 

♦Arrivals  at  the  stations  for  all  bus  routes 
carrying  less  than  50  persons  to  the  station 
during  the  morning  peak  period  are  shown  here 

**Persons  using  only  bus  to  reach  the  Red  Line  and  persons 
using  a  combination  of  bus  and  Mattapan  Line  are  included 
in  this  estimate. 

Note:  This  information  is  based  upon  results  of  a  survey 
conducted  in  June,  1977.  Hours  of  the  survey  were 
7  AM  to  10  AM. 


ARRIVALS  TO  RED  LINE  STATIONS 
BY  INDIVIDUAL  BUS  ROUTES 
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I 
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The  routes  carrying  the  ]argest  number  of  Orange  Line 
riders  to  their  station  are  (in  descending  order) : 
Route  34,  Dodham  Line  -  Arborway ;  Route  29,  Mattapan - 
Egleston;  Route  36,  Charles  River  -  Arborway;  Route  44, 
Seaver  St.  -Dudley;  Route  32,  Cleary  Sq.  -Arborway;  and 
Route  23,  Ashmont  -  Dudley  via  Washington.   Each  of 
these  routes  carries  over  400  riders  to  the  Orange  Line 
in  the  morning  peak  period.   The  routes  carrying  the 
largest  number  of  Red  Line  boarders  are  (in  descending 
order):   the  Mattapan  -  Ashmont  High  Speed  Line;  Route 
17,  Fields  Corner  -  Andrew;  Route  20,  Fields  Corner - 
Neponset;  and  Route  240,  Avon  -  Ashmont.   About  1,500 
Red  Line  riders  use  the  high  speed  line  to  reach  the 
Red  Line  in  the  morning  peak  period.   Each  of  the  bus 
routes  named  carries  more  than  300  persons  to  the  Red 
Line  in  the  morning  peak  period. 


3.8   COMMENTS  ON  SERVICE 

3.8.1   Rapid  Transit  Service 

Orange  and  Red  Line  riders  participating  in  the  survey 
were  requested  to  comment  on  transit  service.   About 
40%  of  the  riders  responding  to  the  survey  made  com- 
ments about  the  rapid  transit  or  streetcar  service. 
Table  3-14  presents  information  on  responses  pertain- 
ing to  different  transit  lines.   (Where  no  line  was 
specifically  mentioned,  the  respondent's  comment  was 
assumed  to  refer  to  all  lines  used  to  complete  the 
trip.)   The  Orange  Line  accounted  for  57%  of  all  com- 
ments, the  Red  Line,  3  8%,  and  the  Green  Line,  8%.   Two- 
thirds  of  the  Green  Line  comments  pertained  to  the 
Arborway  Branch. 

Conditions  stemming  from  a  shortage  of  trains  (long 
waits,  overcrowding,  etc.)  were  nost  frequently  cited 
for  all  lines.   Train  condition  (frequent  breakdowns, 
dirty  trains,  decrepit  trains,  etc.),  station  condi- 
tion (poor  lighting,  dirty  and  decrepit  stations) ,  and 
poor  winter  service  followed  as  frequently  mentioned 
categories  of  comments.   Slow  operating  speed  was 
primarily  a  concern  for  users  of  the  Green  Line.   Only 
6%  of  the  Orange  and  Red  Line  users  and  none  of  the 
users  of  the  Green  Line  commented  that  they  were  satis- 
fied with  the  transit  service. 

It  must  be  noted  that  the  comments  reflect  the  views 
of  peak  period  transit  users.   Certain  items,  such  as 
inadequate  crosstown  service  and  lack  of  security, 
would  be  of  greater  concern  to  off-peak  users  than 
they  were  to  peak  period  users. 
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Percent  of  Occurrence 


Category  of  Comment 


Not  enough  trains 
(long  waits,  overcrowding) 

Train  in  poor  condition 
(frequent  breakdowns,  decrepit) 

Poor  station  condition 
(poor  lighting,  dirty,  decrepit) 

Poor  winter  service 

Poor  climate  control 
(hot  in  summer,  cold  in  winter) 

Poor  service  weekends  &  evenings 

More  express  trains 

Trains  not  stopping 

Operating  speed  too  slow 

Lack  of  information 
(delays  not  explained,  schedules  not  posted) 

Smoking  on  trains 

Good  service 

Lack  of  security 

Poor  employee  attitudes 

Poor  track  conditions 
(elevated  unsafe,  signal  failures) 

Fares 
(too  high,  no  free  transfer) 

No  crosstown  service 
(too  many  transfers  needed) 

Operating  speed  too  fast 

Limited  parking  at  station 

Other 


Orange 

Red 

Green 

27 

42 

81 

15 

20 

37 

15 

8 

4 

10 

10 

18 

8 

10 

13 

7 

7 

14 

10 

4 

1 

8 

7 

0 

5 

7 

23 

1)    = 

8 

0 

6 

4 

0 

6 

6 

0 

5 

4 

0 

3 

4 

6 

1 

2 

3 


1 
1 
2 


0 
0 
0 


c 

COMMENTS  ABOUT  RAPID  TRANSIT  AND  STREETCAR  SERVICE 

TABLE 
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3.8.2   Bus  Service 

About  10%  of  the  riders  responding  to  the  survey  made 
comments  that  pertained  to  the  MBTA  bus  service. 
These  comments  fall  into  the  following  categories: 

Poor  schedule  adherence  -  mentioned  in  42%  of  the 
comments  on  bus  service. 

Inadequate  service  frequency  -  mentioned  in  34%  of 
the  comments  on  bus  service. 

Poor  driver  attitude  -  mentioned  in  14%  of  the  com- 
ments on  bus  service. 

Smoking  on  the  bus  -  mentioned  in  10%  of  the  com- 
ments on  bus  service. 

Dirty  buses  -  mentioned  in  9%  of  the  comments  on 
bus  service. 

Slow  service  -  mentioned  in  8%  of  the  comments  on 
bus  service. 

Other  items  (location  of  bus  stops,  crime,  etc.)  - 
mentioned  in  7%  of  the  comments  on  bus  service. 

Bus  routes  29  (Mattapan  -  Egleston  via  Blue  Hill  Avenue) 
and  44  (Seaver  St.  -  Dudley  via  Humboldt)  had  a  high 
number  of  complaints  about  schedule  compliance. 
Routes  22  (Ashmont  -  Dudley  via  Talbot) ,  23  (Ashmont  - 
Dudley  via  Washington) ,  and  45  (Franklin  Park  -  Dudley 
via  Blue  Hill  Avenue)  were  overcrowded.   All  five  of 
these  routes  had  complaints  about  driver  attitude. 
Many  riders  complained  that  bus  drivers  refused  to 
stop  or  did  not  allow  sufficient  time  for  passengers 
to  be  seated  before  proceeding.   Some  riders  commented 
that  the  night  schedule  was  not  carefully  followed. 
The  respondents  expressed  a  need  for  more  weekend 
service. 


1 
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4.0   HISTORICAL  TRENDS 


This  section  will  discuss  the  1977  survey  results  in  the  con- 
text of  trends  in  transit  ridership  since  the  1960 's.   In  the 
first  subsection,  the  CTPS/EOTC  Transit  Marketing  Study  find- 
ings about  changes  in  boarding  levels  at  the  nine  transit 
stations  surveyed  are  sununarized.   In  the  second  and  third 
subsections,  the  results  of  the  1963  Transit  Postcard  Survey 
will  be  compared  with  the  results  of  the  1977  survey  to 
identify  any  changes  in  the  patterns  of  origins  and  destina- 
tions by  morning  peak  period  boarders  at  the  nine  stations. 


4.1   HISTORICAL  TRENDS  IN  BOARDINGS 

4.1.1  Orange  Line 

During  the  period  from  1967  to  1970,  according  to  the  CTPS/ 
EOTC  Transit  Marketing  Study,  there  were  declines  in  boardings 
at  Forest  Hills,  Green,  Dudley,  Northampton  and  Dover  in 
excess  of  the  I4BTA  rapid  transit  system-wide  decline  of  2.2%. 
Boardings  at  Egleston  in  1970  were  slightly  higher  than  1967 
levels. 

Between  1970  and  1975,  boardings  declined  at  all  six  Orange 
Line  stations  in  the  survey.   Boardings  at  Green  and  North- 
ampton fell  at  a  lesser  rate  than  the  system-wide  decline  of 
11%.   Boardings  at  Forest  Hills,  Egleston,  Dudley  and  Dover 
fell  by  20%  to  26%  over  that  period. 

Over  the  1975  to  1976  period,  boardings  at  Dover  increased. 
The  declines  at  Northampton. and  Egleston  were  somewhat  greater 
than  the  overall  rapid  transit  system-wide  decline  of  2.3%. 
The  losses  in  boardings  at  Forest  Hills,  Green  and  Dudley  were 
the  largest  -  between  5.5  and  12.5  over  this  one  year  period. 

4.1.2  Red  Line 

During  the  period  from  1967  to  1970,  according  to  the  CTPS/ 
EOTC  Transit  Marketing  Study,  declines  in  boardings  at  Fields 
Corner  (6.2%)  exceeded  overall  declines  in  MBTA  rapid  transit 
ridership,  which  were  2.2%.   Boardings  at  Ashmont  and  Andrew 
in  1970  were  slightly  higher  than  1967  levels. 

Between  1970  and  1975,  boardings  declined  at  all  three  Red 
Line  stations  in  the  survey.   Boardings  at  Andrew  fell  by  24% 
over  that  period.   The  decline  for  Fields  Corner  and  Andrew 
was  even  more  severe,  but  that  decline  can  be  explained  as 
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being  the  result  of  the  opening  of  the  Quincy  Extension  in 
1971.   Many  transit  riders  who  boarded  at  Fields  Corner  and 
Ashmont  diverted  to  Quincy  Extension  stations ,  when  they  were 
given  that  option. 

Over  the  1975  to  1976  period,  boardings  at  Andrew  and  Fields 
Corner  fell  but  not  so  sharply  as  the  system-wide  decline  of 
2.3%.   The  decline  at  Ashmont  was  4.3%,  which  is  somewhat 
greater  than  the  overall  decline. 


4.2   TRENDS  IN  ORIGIN  PATTERNS 

4.2.1  Orange  Line 

Information  on  origins  for  1963  and  1977  boarders  at  the  six 
Orange  Line  stations  between  7  A.M.  and  10  A.M.  is  presented 
in  Table  4-1.   (Figure  3-1  shows  the  location  of  communities 
in  relation  to  the  Orange  Line.)   Since  1963,  boardings  have 
declined  by  32%,  from  19,250  to  13,000.   Losses  in  boarders 
from  West  Roxbury,  Roslindale  and  the  outer  Southwest  com- 
munities exceed  this  overall  rate  of  decline.   The  decline 
rate  for  boarders  from  Roxbury  and  Dorchester  matches  the 
overall  rate  of  decline.   The  number  of  boarders  coming  from 
Jamaica  Plain,  Hyde  Park  and  Dedham  has  remained  stable.   The 
nximber  of  boarders  from  Mattapan  has  increased  since  1963. 

4.2.2  Red  Line 

Table  4-2  compares  1963  and  1977  morning  peak  period  origins 
for  boarders  at  the  three  Red  Line  stations.   Since  1963, 
boardings  have  declined  by  over  50  percent,  from  17,200  to 
8,400.   Losses  in  boarders  from  Quincy  greatly  exceeded  the 
overall  rate  of  decline.   The  share  of  boarders  coming  from 
Boston  in  1977  has  risen  from  the  1963  level.   These  facts 
reflect  a  diversion  of  Quincy  riders  to  the  South  Shore 
Extension,  which  opened  in  1971.   Boardings  from  Milton  fell 
at  a  rate  that  matched  the  overall  rate  of  decline.   There 
were  more  boardings  from  Jamaica  Plain  and  South  Boston  in 
1977  than  there  were  in  1963. 


4.3   DESTINATIONS 
4.3.1   Orange  Line 

Table  4-3  compares  196  3  and  1977  morning  peak  period  destina- 
tions for  Orange  Line  boarders.   The  share  of  riders  having 
Boston  Proper  as  a  destination  has  increased  slightly.   The 
number  of  persons  using  the  Orange  Line  to  reach  the  Back  Bay 
has  increased,  which  reflects  (1)  the  deterioration  of  the 
alternative  to  the  Orange  Line,  Arborway  Branch  service  and 
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Percent 

Percent 

1963 

of  all 

1977 

of  all 

Origins 

Boarders 

Boarders 

Boarders 

Boarders 

Boston 

16,863 

87.6 

11 

r737 

90.2 

Roxbury 

4,439 

23.1 

3 

,168 

24.3 

Dorchester 

1,701 

8.8 

1 

rl57 

8.9 

Jamaica  Plain 

2,761 

14.3 

2 

,722 

20.9 

W.  Rox.  &  Roslindale 

4,541 

23.6 

1 

,520 

11.7 

Hyde  Park 

1,322 

6.9 

1 

,380 

10.6 

Mattapan 

520 

2.7 

842 

6.5 

South  Boston 

36 

0.2 

0 

0.0 

South  End 

1,020 

5.3 

408 

3.1 

Other  neighborhoods 

523 

2.7 

540 

4.2 

Brookline 

213 

1.1 

149 

1.1 

Dedham 

533 

2.8 

513 

4.0 

Milton 

38 

0.2 

82 

0.6 

Newton 

64 

0.3 

104 

0.8 

Quincy 

79 

0.4 

69 

0.5 

Outer  Southwest  towns* 

1,007 

5.2 

183 

1.4 

Outer  South  Shore  towns** 

154 

0.8 

14 

0.1 

Brockton  &  vicinity*** 

60 

0.3 

36 

0.3 

Remaining  origins 

239 

1.3 

125 

1.0 

TOTAL  ORIGINS 


19,250 


100.0 


13,012 


100.0 


♦Includes  Needham,  Dover,  Westwood,  Norwood,  Canton,  S tough- 
ton,  Sharon  and  other  towns  in  Southwest  section  of  EMRPP 
district. 
**Includes  Randolph,  Braintree,  Weymouth,  Hingham,  Holbrook, 
Rockland  and  other  towns  in  South  Shore  section  of  EMRPP 
district. 
***Includes  Brockton  and  nearby  towns — Abington,  Hanson,  Whit- 
man, Avon,  Easton,  Halifax,  East  Bridgewater,  West  Bridge- 
water  and  Bridgewater. 


COMPARISON  OF  1963  POSTCARD  SURVEY  AND 

1977  REPLACEMENT/TRANSIT  SURVEY 

ORIGINS  OF  BOARDERS  AT  ORANGE  LINE  STATIONS  (7-10  am) 
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r 

Origins 

1963 
Boarders 

Percent 

of  all 

Boarders 

1977 
Boarders 

Percent 

of  all 

Boarders 

Boston 

10,394 

60.4 

6,247 

74.1 

Roxbury 

353 

2.1 

44 

0.5 

Dorchester 

7,727 

44.9 

4,227 

50.2 

Jamaica  Plain 

21 

0.1 

244 

2.9 

W.  Rox.  &  Roslindale 

35 

0.2 

16 

0.2 

Hyde  Park 

489 

2.8 

24 

0.3 

Mattapan 

1,072 

6.2 

837 

9.9 

South  Boston 

578 

3.4 

771 

9.1 

South  End 

0 

0.0 

8 

0.1 

Other  neighborhoods 

119 

0.7 

76 

0.9 

Brookline 

1 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Dedham 

3 

0.0 

16 

0.2 

Milton 

1,984 

11.6 

1,008 

12.0 

Newton 

14 

0.1 

0 

0.0 

Quincy 

2,456 

14.3 

76 

0.9 

Outer  Southwest  towns* 

276 

1.6 

136 

1.6 

Outer  South  Shore  towns 

•  * 

1,658 

9.6 

618 

7.3 

Brockton  &  vicinity*** 

356 

2.1 

299 

3.5 

Remaining  origins 
TOTAL  ORIGINS 

52 

0.3 

31 

0.4 

17,194 

100.0 

8,431 

100.0 

♦Includes  Needham,  Dover,  Westwood,  Norwood,  Canton,  Stough- 
ton,  Sharon  and  other  towns  in  Southwest  section  of  EMRPP 
district. 
**Includes  Randolph,  Brain tree,  Weymouth,  Hingham,  Holbrook, 
Rockland  and  other  towns  in  South  Shore  section  of  EMRPP 
district. 

r 


***Includes  Brockton  and  nearby  towns — Abington,  Hanson,  Whit- 
man, Avon,  Easton,  Halifax,  East  Bridgewater,  West  Bridge- 
water  and  Bridgewater. 


COMPARISON  OF  1963  POSTCARD  SURVEY  AND 

1977  REPLACEMENT/TRANSIT  SURVEY 

ORIGINS  OF  BOARDERS  AT  RED  LINE  STATIONS  (7-10  AM) 
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Destinations 

Boston 

Boston  Proper 

(Downtown) 

(South  End) 

(Back  Bay) 
Fenway 

South  Boston 
Roxbury 
Dorchester 
Jamaica  Plain 
Alls ton/Brighton 
Charles town 
East  Boston 
Other  neighborhoods 

Cambridge 

Somerville 

Everett  &  Chelsea 

Quincy 

Newton 

Brookline 

Northern  Corridor  towns* 
Remaining  towns 


1963 
Boarders 

Percent 

of  all 

Boarders 

1977 
Boarders 

Percent 

of  all 

Boarders 

17,465 

90.7 

12 

,009 

92.3 

15,230 

79.1 

10 

,469 

80.5 

(14,041) 

(72.9) 

(  9 

,415) 

(72.4) 

(    578) 

(  3.0) 

( 

363) 

(  2.8) 

(    611) 

(  3.2) 

( 

691) 

(  5.3) 

436 

2.3 

241 

1.8 

503 

2.6 

242 

1.9 

322 

1.7 

216 

1.7 

155 

0.8 

306 

2.4 

62 

0.3 

198 

1.5 

128 

0.7 

56 

0.4 

414 

2.1 

133 

1.0 

84 

0.4 

68 

0.5 

131 

0.7 

80 

0.6 

903 

4.7 

581 

4.5 

111 

0.6 

11 

0.1 

167 

0.9 

51 

0.4 

0 

0.0 

70 

0.5 

56 

0.3 

79 

0.6 

68 

0.3 

63 

0.5 

159 

0.8 

80 

0.6 

321 

1.7 

68 

0.5 

19,250 


100.0 


13,012 


100.0 


♦Includes  Maiden,  Medford,  Winchester,  Melrose,  Woburn,  Stone- 
ham  and  Wakefield. 
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(2)  the  growth  in  employment  and  retail  activity  in  the  Back 
Bay.   The  number  of  persons  boarding  at  the  Orange  Line 
stations  with  destinations  in  towns  in  the  northern  corridor, 
has  not  increased  in  spite  of  the  improved  service  stemming 
from  the  relocation  of  the  northern  terminus  of  the  Orange 
Line  to  Oak  Grove.   The  number  of  riders  going  to  Jamaica 
Plain  and  Dorchester  increased  between  1963  and  1977. 

4.3.2   Red  Line 

Table  4-4  presents  information  on  destinations  for  boarders 
at  the  three  Red  Line  stations  for  1963  and  1977.   The  per- 
centage of  boarders  with  Downtown  Boston  as  a  destination 
fell  by  almost  ten  points  between  1963  and  1977.   The  percen- 
tage of  boarders  going  to  the  Back  Bay  or  to  Cambridge  increased 
but  the  absolute  number  of  persons  going  to  these  destinations 
fell  over  this  time  period.   The  number  of  persons  going  to 
Dorchester  increased  over  this  period. 
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Destinations 


Percent  Percent 

1963     of  all     1977     of  all 
Boarders  Boarders  Boarders  Boarders 


Boston 

15 

,655 

91.1 

7,394 

87.7 

Boston  Proper 

13 

,286 

77.3 

6,045 

71.7 

(Downtown) 

(11 

,801) 

(68.7) 

(4,988) 

(59.1) 

(South  End) 

( 

194) 

(  1.1) 

(   133) 

(  1.6) 

(Back  Bay) 

(  1 

,291) 

(  7.5) 

(   924) 

(11.0) 

Fenway 

858 

5.0 

37  8 

4.5 

South  Boston 

647 

3.8 

348 

4.1 

Roxbury 

109 

0.6 

0 

0.0 

Dorchester 

272 

1.6 

393 

4.7 

Jamaica  Plain 

19 

0.1 

14 

0.2 

Alls ton/Brighton 

245 

1.4 

99 

1.2 

Charles town 

137 

0.8 

47 

0.5 

East  Boston 

33 

0.2 

47 

0.5 

Other  neighborhoods 

49 

0.3 

23 

0.3 

Cambridge 

1 

,075 

6.2 

714 

8.5 

Somerville 

39 

0.2 

11  ■ 

0.1 

Everett  &  Chelsea 

56 

0.3 

25 

0.3 

Quincy 

28 

0.2 

93 

1.1 

Newton 

28 

0.2 

51 

0.6 

Brookline 

74 

0.4 

54 

0.7 

Northern  Corridor  towns 

* 

74 

0.4 

11 

0.1 

Remaining  towns 

165 

1.0 

78 

0.9 

TOTAL  DESTINATIONS    17,194 


100.0 


8,431 


100.0 


♦Includes  Maiden,  Medford,  Winchester,  Melrose,  Woburn,  Stone- 
hcim  and  Wakefield. 
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ATTACHnriJT  A 
Copy  of  Survey  Form 

REPLACEMENT /TRANS IT  IM'ROVEMENT  STUDY 
SUKVEY  OF  MDTA  ORANGE  AND  RED  LINE  RIDERS 


N9     24576 


*"  Thi6°8urvey  Is  being  conducted  for  the  MBTA  In  order  to  plan  for  Improved  transit  service  In  the 
South  End/Roxbury/Dorchester/Mattapan  area.   Your  cooperation  In  completing  and  returning  this  question- 
naire w^ll  provide  Important  infon«tion  for  that  planning.   PLEASE  DROP  THE  COMPLETED  QUESTIONNAIRE  IH 
THE  COLLECTION  BOX  IN  THIS  STATION.  IN  THE  COLLECTION  BOX  AT  THE  STATION  WHERE  YOU  GET  OFF  THIS  TRAIN. 
OR  IN  ANY  HAILBOX.   THE  FORM  IS  PREPAID  AND  NEEDS  NO  POSTAGE.   This  Information  will  be  kept  in  strict- 
est confidence,  and  your  cooperation  is  greatly  appreciated.  Thank  you. 

A.  I  AM  COMING  FROM  (Check  one)  : 

7-1 Q My  Home   -aQschool   -sQ Place  of  Work   -^Qshopping   -sQ Medical  Location   -eUother 

B.  THE  PLACE  I  AM  COMING  FROM  IS  LOCATED  AT; 
8 


Number 


12 


Street  or  Building  Name 


n 


32 


City  or  Town 


C.  I  GOT  TO  THIS  TRANSIT  STATION  (Check  one)  : 

46-lQBy  walking  -4Qa8  a  passenger  in  a  car  that  was  parked     -vUSy  taxi 

-2QBy  bus  -sQas  a  passenger  In  a  car  that  was  NOT  parked  -sQBy  other  means 

-sQBy  driving  a  car  and  parking  -eQfiy  trolley  or  train 

D.  PLEASE  LIST,  IN  ORDER  OF  BOARDING.  THE  NAME  OR  ROUTE  NUMBER  OF  EACH  BUS.  TROLLEY,  OR  TRAIN  YOU  USED 
TO  GET  TO  THE  TRANSIT  STATION: 


1st  vehicle 


47 


2nd  vehicle 


SO 


E.  THE  TYPE  OF  FARE  I  PAID  ON  THIS  TRAIN  WAS  (Check  one) : 

53-lQ Student  transfer    -aQHandicapped  half-fare   -snchlld  half- fare 
-2nElderly  half-fare   -AQstudent  half-fare      -sQpre-pald  pass 

F.  AT  WHAT  STATION  WILL  YOU  LEAVE  THIS  TRAIN? 


-7Q Regular  cash  fare 
-8  □  Other 


54 


G   IF  AFTER  LEAVING  THIS  TRAIN.  YOU  WILL  USE  A  BUS,  TROLLEY,  OR  ANOTHER  TRAIN  TO  GET  TO  THE  PLACE  YOU 
ARE  GOING,  LIST,  IN  ORDER  OF  BOARDING,  THE  NAMES  OR  ROUTE  NUMBERS: 


1st  vehicle 


56 


2nd  vehicle 


59 


H.  I  AM  GOING  TO  (Check  one) : 

7-lDMy  Home   -zQSchool   -^[JvUce   of  Work   -4nShopplng   -sDMedlcal  Location   -eUother 

1.   THE  PLACE  1  AM  GOING  TO  IS  LOCATED  AT: 

32 


8 


Number 


12 


Street  of   Building  Name 


City  or  Town 


J.  WHAT  IS  YOUR  OCCUPATION  (Check  one)? 
46-0lQ  Shop/factory  worker    -  04  Q  Housewife 
-02Q  Craftsman  or  foreman   -  05  [_J  Unemployed 
-03Q  Clerical  -OgQ  Professional 

K.   WHAT  IS  YOUR  AGE? 
48-1 Q  17  or  under     -2  Q  18-24     -3025-44 

L.   HOW  MANY  AUTOMOBILES  ARE  OWNED  OR  OPERATED  BY  YOUR  HOUSEHOLD? 

49-1  n None     -2Q0ne     -sQtwo     -4 □  Three  or  more 
M.   DO  YOU  HAVE  ANY  COMMENTS  OR  SUGGESTIONS  REGARDING  YOUR  TRANSIT  SERVICE? 


-  07  Q  Student  -10Q  Domestic  or  service  worker 

-  08 Q  Retired  -111  I  Other     

-  09  LJ  Sales 

-4  Q  45-59  -5 Q  60-64  -6Q65  or   over 
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GENERAL  PROCEDURE 

Transit  demand  was  estimated  in  the  Replacement/Tran-Git  Improvement 
Study  by  using  a  series  of  aggregate  sequential  deterministic  models.     These 
models  are  computerized  in  the  UTPS  (UMT A  Transportation  Planning  System) 
program  package. 

The  models  are  aggregate  models  because  they  are  intended  to  predict 
group  behavior  within  specified  zones  rather  than  the  behavior  of  individual 
trip  makers.   For  these  purposes  the  EMRPP  (Eastern  Massachusetts  Regional 
Planning  Project)  region  has  been  divided  into  592  zones  including  73  zones 
in  the  study  area . 

The  models  are  sequential  models  in  the  sense  that  their  structure  gen- 
erally follows  the  sequential  decision  making  process  of  trip  makers  as  opposed 
to  simultaneous  decision-making.     As  shown  in  Figure  C.l,  the  trip  end  gen- 
eration model  deals  with  the  first  decision,  e.g.  to  make  a  trip  or  not,  followed 
by  the  trip  distribution  model  regarding  where  to  go.     Next,  the  mode  split 
model  handles  the  choice  decision  between  auto  and  transit.     Finally,  the 
trip  assignment  model  deals  with  the  choice  among  competing  transit  services. 
These  models  are  described  in  detail  in  the  sections  which  follow. 


TRIP  END  GENERATION 


For  modeling  purposes  a  trip  is  classified  as  either  a  home-based 
trip  or  a  non-home -based  trip.     A  home-based  trip  has  either  its  origin  or 
destination  at  the  residence  zone  of  the  trip  maker.     A  non-home-based 
trip,  on  the  other  hand,  has  neither  origin  nor  destination  at  home.     For 
example,  if  a  person  makes  a  trip  from  home  to  work  in  the  morning  and 
drops  by  a  shopping  center  on  his  way  home  in  the  evening,  the  trips  are 
classified  as  follows: 

1.  Home  to  work:     home-based  work 

2.  Work  to  shopping:     non-home-based  shopping 

3.  Shopping  to  home:     home-based  shopping 

Home-based  trips  are  assumed  to  be  produced  at  home  and  attracted 
to  the  place  of  activity  such  as  work  place,  shopping  place,  etc.     When  a 
person  makes  a  trip  from  home  to  work  in  the  morning  and  another  trip  from 
work  to  home  in  the  evening,  two  trips  are  assumed  to  be  produced  at  the 
residence  zone  and  attracted  to  the  zone  of  work  place  (or  two  trip  produc- 
tions at  the  residence  zone  and  two  trip  attractions  at  the  zone  of  work  place) . 
Non-home-based  trips,  however,  are  assumed  to  be  produced  at  the  origin 
of  the  trips  and  attracted  to  the  destination  of  the  trips. 
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FIGURE    C.I 

FLOW    CHART    FOR     DEMAND    ESTIMATION 


Therefore,  the  trip  generation  model  estimates  the  number  of  trips 
produced  and  attracted  in  each  zone  rather  than  the  number  of  trips  originated 
and  destined  in  each  zone.     The  trip  categories  used  in  the  estimation  pro- 
cess are  the  following: 

1.  Home -based  work  trips 

2.  Home-based  school  trips 

3.  Home-based  personal  business  trips 

4.  Home-based  social/recreational  trips 

5.  Non-home-based  trips 

For  each  trip  category,  both  the  trip  productions  and  the  trip  attrac- 
tions are  estimated  in  each  zone  by  a  set  of  regression  equations.     The 
regression  equations  represent  the  relationship  between  the  number  of 
trips  generated  in  a  zone  and  the  characteristics  of  the  zone  in  terms  of 
population  and  employment.     They  are  basically  trip  rates:  trips  per  per- 
son or  trips  per  car  in  the  case  of  trip  productions  and  trips  per  employee 
(including  visitors  and  customer  trips)  in  the  case  of  trip  attractions. 

Different  equations  are  used  for  different  types  of  areas.     The  EMRPP 
region  is  classified  into  four  area  types  based  on  its  accessibility.     They 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Boston  CBD 

2 .  Urban  area 

3.  Suburban  area 

4.  Rural  area 

A  total  of  40  equations  are  required  for  these  purposes:  one  equa- 
tion for  each  of  five  trip  categories  by  each  of  four  area  types  by  each  of 
two  trip  end  types  (production  or  attraction) .    The  regression  coefficients 
or  trip  rates  were  obtained  from  the  1963  comprehensive  travel  survey  per- 
formed as  part  of  the  EMRPP. 


TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 

The  trip  distribution  model  determines  the  number  of  trips  between  a 
pair  of  zones  given  the  number  of  trip  ends  in  each  zone  (trip  productions 
of  a  zone  and  trip  attractions  of  another  zone) .     Mathematically  the  model 
determines  the  number  of  trips  of  each  cell  of  the  matrix  given  the  row 
totals  and  column  totals  of  the  matrix. 

Two  distinctly  different  models  are  used  in  the  study.     The  first  one 
is  the  gravity  model  that  is  used  to  develop  the  1975  trip  table  and  the  other 
one  is  the  Fratar  model  that  is  utilized  to  develop  the  1985  trip  table. 

The  gravity  model  assumes  that  the  number  of  trips  between  a  pair  of 
zones  is  directly  proportional  to  the  number  of  trip  ends  of  each  zone  and 
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inversely  proportional  to  the  travel  time  between  the  zones  (more  accurately 
to  a  certain  function  of  the  travel  time  between  the  zones) .     Socio-economic 
adjustment  factors  for  certain  trip  interchanges  are  also  used  to  adjust  num- 
bers of  trips . 

The  travel  time  between  a  pair  of  zones  is  a  weighted  average  of  the 
travel  time  by  transit  and  the  travel  time  by  automobile  computed  on  the  min- 
imum time  paths  of  the  respective  network.     The  function  of  the  travel  times 
and  the  interzonal  socio-economic  adjustment  factors  were  calibrated  on  1963 
travel  survey  data  and  are  assumed  to  be  stable  over  time. 

The  Fratar  procedure,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  take  into  account 
the  effect  of  travel  time  changes.     The  future  number  of  trips  between  a 
pair  of  zones  is  assumed  to  be  proportional  to  the  current  number  of  trips 
between  the  pair  of  zones  and  to  the  change  in  the  number  of  trip  ends  in 
each  of  two  zones  between  the  present  and  the  future  years,  modified  by 
the  change  in  the  number  of  trip  ends  for  the  remaining  zones. 

The  required  input  to  the  Fratar  model,  therefore,  are  the  current 
and  future  numbers  of  trip  ends  in  each  zone  and  the  current  number  of 
trips  between  each  pair  of  zones.   The  model  computes  zonal  growth  fac- 
tors by  dividing  the  future  number  of  trip  ends  by  the  present  number  of 
trip  ends,  and  then  modifies  the  present  trip  table  according  to  the  growth 
factors . 

Regardless  of  which  method  is  used,  the  trip  distribution  is  carried 
out  for  each  of  five  different  trip  categories.     The  end  results  are  five 
future  trip  tables  representing  24-hour  person  trips  (from  production  zone 
to  attraction  zone)  during  an  average  weekday . 

At  this  point,  the  home-based  personal  business  trips  and  the  home- 
based  social/recreational  trips  are  combined  into  one  trip  table,  designated 
as  the  home-based  other  trips,  and  the  trip  tables  at  the  592-zone  level 
are  converted  to  those  of  a  170-district  level. 


MODE  SPLIT 


For  each  pair  of  zones,  the  mode  split  model  estimates  the  number 
of  trips  made  by  transit  and  automobile,  given  the  number  of  person  trips 
between  the  zones.     Again,  the  trips  are  not  the  trips  from  origin  to  desti- 
nation zones  but  the  trips  from  production  to  attraction  zones. 

The  mode  split  model  is  based  on  the  utility  theory  in  which  an  in- 
dividual is  assumed  to  assess  the  utility  associated  with  each  alternative 
available  to  him  and  to  make  a  choice  decision  based  on  the  utility.     The 
higher  the  value  of  its  utility,  the  more  likely  it  will  be  selected. 
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Transit  trips  as  a  percent  of  total  trips  for  a  pair  of  production- 
attraction  zones  are  a  function  of  disutility  (the  inverse  of  utility)  differ- 
ence between  automobile  and  transit,  length  of  the  trip  between  the  zones, 
and  level  of  auto  ownership  at  the  production  zone  (for  home-based  trips) 
or  percent  transit  of  home-based  trips  at  the  attraction  zone  (for  non-home- 
based  trips) . 

Disutility  is  expressed  in  cents.     It  includes  out-of-pocket  cost 
such  as  transit  fare,  parking  fee,  etc. ,  and  perceived  trip  time  converted 
to  monetary  value.     These  are  based  on  the  minimum  time  path  (to  be  dis- 
cussed later)  between  a  pair  of  zones  during  the  morning  peak  period. 

Disutility  associated  with  automobile  trips  consists  of  the  following 
costs  expressed  in  1963  dollars: 

a.  Automobile  operating  cost  -  average  out-of-pocket  auto  operating 
cost  (3.107<^/mile)  . 

b.  Parking  cost  (cents) 

c.  In-vehicle  time  -  time  spent  in  vehicle  excluding  terminal  time 
(4.17c^/min.) 

d.  Terminal  time  -  time  spent  to  get  to  the  parked  car  at  the  pro- 
duction zone,  and  time  spent  looking  for  a  place  to  park  and  to 
get  to  the  destination  after  parking.     Terminal  time  is  perceived 
to  have  2.5  times  as  much  disutility  as  actual  time  (2.5  x  4.17^/ 
min.) 

Disutility  associated  with  transit  trips  consists  of  the  following  costs 
again  expressed  in  1963  dollars: 

a.  Transit  fare  -  transit  fare  for  the  minimum  time  path  between 
zones  (cents) 

b.  Automobile  operating  cost  -  if  automobiles  are  used  for  the  access 
to  transit  stations  or  bus  stops  (3  .  107<;/mile) . 

c.  In-vehicle  time  -  time  spent  in  transit  vehicle (s)  plus  in  auto- 
mobile if  automobile  is  used  for  the  access  to  transit  stations  or 
bus  stops  (4. 17<|;/min,) . 

d.  Out-of-vehicle  time  -  includes  walk  time;  wait  time  which  is 
assumed  to  be  one  half  of  the  effective  headway  (with  a  minimum 
of  2  minutes  and  a  maximum  of  15  minutes)  and  auto  access  penalty 
time  of  10  minutes  reflecting  disutility  of  committing  and  tying 

up  a  vehicle,  e.g.,  precluding  it  from  use  by  other  family  mem- 
bers.    Out-of-vehicle  time  like  automobile  terminal  time  is  assumed 
to  be  perceived  as  2.5  times  the  actual  time  (2.5  x  4 .  17<^/min.) . 
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The  disutility  difference  is  transit  disutility  minus  highway  disutility. 

As  described  previously,  other  contributing  factors  for  the  determina- 
tion of  mode  split  are  trip  length  and  auto  ownership  for  home-based  trips. 
The  trip  length  is  expressed  in  terms  of  highway  disutility  for  the  produc- 
tion-attraction zones  and  auto  ownership  level  is  measured  as  the  average 
number  of  automobiles  per  person  at  the  production  zone. 

The  mode  split  curves  for  each  of  four  trip  categories  (home-based 
work,  home-based  school,  home-based  other,  and  non-home-based  trips) 
were  recently  developed  based  on  1963  travel  survey  data  by  Alan  M. 
Vorhees  and  Associates  for  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public 
Works.     Sample  mode  split  curves  are  shown  in  Figure  C.2. 

The  mode  split  model  computes  the  disutility  for  transit  and  auto- 
mobile for  each  pair  of  production-attraction  zones,  estimates    transit 
trips  as  a  percent  of  total  person  trips,  and  determines  the  number  of 
transit  trips  between  the  production-attraction  zones.     The  resulting 
transit  trip  tables  are  combined  into  a  single  trip  table  representing  the 
average  weekday  24-hour  transit  trips  from  production  zone  to  attrac- 
tion zone . 


TRIP  ASSIGNMENT 


Trip  assignment  is  the  last  step  in  the  transit  demand  estimation  pro- 
cedure.    Transit  trips  between  each  pair  of  zones  are  assigned  to  a  specific 
transit  service  or  a  combination  of  services  which  require  the  shortest  time 
between  the  zones  (the  shortest  time  path  or  minimum  time  path) .     The 
assigned  transit  trips  are  then  accumulated  for  each  transit  facility. 

The  model  first  finds  the  minimum  time  path  for  each  pair  of  produc- 
tion-attraction zones  in  the  computer-processibie  simulated  transit  net- 
work.    The  trip  time  is  computed  as  follows: 

a.  Walk  time  -  Walking  speed  is  assumed  to  be  2.5  miles  per 
hour  with  a  maximum  walking  distance  of  0.5  mile. 

b.  Auto  access  time  -  The  time  as  computed  in  the  highway  network 
plus  a  penalty  time  of  10  minutes. 

c.  Wait  time  -  One  half  of  the  effective  headway  to  a  minimum  of 
two  minutes  and  a  maximum  of  15  minutes  plus  six  minutes  to 
discourage  transfers  .     The  maximum  number  of  transfers  for 
any  one  trip  is  four . 

d.  In-vehicle  time  -  The  time  spent  in  vehicle. 

The  model  then  assigns  all  transit  trips  between  the  zones  to  the  min- 
imum time  path  on  a  single  transit  service.   The  assignment  is  not  constrained 
by  the  capacity  of  the  transit  facilities. 
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The  assignment  results  are  then  accumulated  by  station,  link,  line 
or  mode.     Since  the  direction  of  the  assigned  trips  is  from  production  end 
to  attraction  end,  it  is  necessary  to  convert  the  direction  so  that  it  represents 
trips  from  origin  end  to  destination  end.     The  end  result  is  the  average  week- 
day 24-hour  transit  passengers. 
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APPENDIX  D:   PRELIMINARY  STREET  R.O.W.  ANALYSIS 

The  description  which  follows  includes  an  inventory  and  other  data 
collected  on  the  potential  street  alignments  for  transit  use  in  the  study  area. 
The  street   alignments  identified  as  having  the  greatest  potential  for  fixed- 
route  transit  application  (see  Figure  D-0)  were  based  on  the  following  criteria: 

1 .  Providing  connection  between  commercial  centers  in  the  study  area 

2.  Having  greatest  R.O.W.  width 

3.  Providing  potential  tie-in  or  transfer  to  existing  transit  services 

4.  Having  adjacent  land  uses  most  compatible  with  transit  service 

5.  Providing  potential  connection  between  the  Midland  Branch  and 

and  Washington/Warren/Blue  Hill  Corridors 

The  street  alignments  inventoried  and  analyzed  in  Phase  I  included: 


Figure  No. 

Street 

D-1 

Blue  Hill  Avenue* 

D-2 

Washington  Street  * 

D-3 

Warren  Street  * 

D-4 

Dudley  Street  * 

D-5 

New  Dudley  Street  * 

D-6 

Ruggles  Street  * 

D-7 

Washington  Street  * 

(Dorchester) 

D-8 

Talbot  Avenue  * 

D-9 

Columbia  Road  * 

D-10 

Seaver  Street/ 

Columbus  Avenue  * 

D-11 

Martin  Luther  King 

Boulevard  * 

D-12 

Morton  Street 

D-13 

Norfolk  Avenue 

D-14 

Geneva  Avenue 

D-1 5 

Tremont  Street 

D-16 

Shawmut  Avenue 

D-17 

Harrison  Avenue 

D-1 8 

Proposed  Crosstown  St 

D-19 

Massachusetts  Avenue 

From 

Dudley  Street 
Kneeland  Street 
Dudley  Station 
Uphams  Corner 
Dudley  Station 
Washington  Street 
Grove  Hall 

Blue  Hill  Avenue 
S .  E.  Expressway 
Jackson  Square 

Warren  Street 

Forest  Hills 
Cottage  Street 
Grove  Hall 
Mass.  Turnpike 
Mass.  Turnpike 
Mass.  Turnpike 
S  .  E  .  Expressway 
Mainline  RR 


To 

Mattapan  Square 
Forest  Hills 
Grove  Hall 
Dudley  Station 
Tremont  Street 

Huntington  Avenue 
Codman  Square 

Dorchester  Avenue 
Grove  Hall 
Blue  Hill  Avenue 

Washington  Street 

Washington  Street 
Washington  Street 
MBTA  Red  Line 
Roxbury  Crossing 
Dudley  Station 
Dudley  Station 
Columbus  Avenue 
Columbia  Road 


*    Includes  field  survey  in  addition  to  data  collection 
from  published  source  and  photogrammetric  maps. 
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APPENDIX  E:   DESCRIPTION  OF  SPECIFIC 

TRANSIT  ALTERNATIVES 

This  Appendix  describes  the  fixed  facility  and  system  operating 
characteristics  developed  for  the  eleven  specific  alternatives  in  Chapter  9 
It  summarizes  such  considerations  as  horizontal  and  vertical  alignment, 
station  spacings,  train  length  and  capacity,  operating  speed,  peak  period 
headways,  train  turn-back  points,  and  feeder  bus  networks. 

A  set  of  informational  notes  which  apply  to  all  alternatives  is  in- 
cluded on  pages  E. 40-41      for  the  following  characteristics: 

Alignment  and  Stations 

Train  Configurations 

c 

Average  Operating  Speeds 

Peak  Period  Headways 
Bus  Feeder  Operating  Characteristics 
Alternative  Page 

1  LRV  E .  2 

2  ■  LRV  E.5 

3  LRV  E.8 

4  LRV  E.ll 

5  Rapid  Trans it/LRV  E.15 

6  Busway  E.18 

7  LRV/Commuter  Rail  B.21 

8  Rapid  Transit  E.25 

9  LRV/Bus  E.28 

10  Local  Bus  E.32 

11  Rapid  Trans  it/LRV  E.35 
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ALTERNATIVE  1  -  WASHINGTON  -  SEAVER  -  BLUE  HILL,  LRV 
Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 

1.  Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  Mattapan  Square:  6.99  Miles 

2.  Stations:  20  (not  including  Boylston  or  Mattapan  Stations) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

Boylston  to  Dudley  .29  Miles 

Dudley  to  Franklin  Park  Zoo  .40  Miles 

Franklin  Park  Zoo  to  Mattapan  .32  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions): 

Boylston  to  Dudley  -  Street  median  with  traffic  signal 

priority 

Dudley  to  Seaver  Street  -  Either  tunnel  or  street  median  with 

(via  Washington)  traffic  signal  priority 

Seaver  Street  -  Street  median  with  traffic  signal 

priority 

Franklin  Park  Zoo  to  Mattapan  -  Street  median  with  traffic  signal 

priority 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

5.  Train  Capacity:    (160  Pass. /LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass./Train^ 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (m.p.h.) 

Daily  Average  AM  Inbound  Peak 


(with  S 

12 

nal 

Priority) 

(.94 

Peak  Factor) 

Boylston  to  Dudley 

16 

15 

Dudley  to  Franklin  Park  Zoo 

(In  Median) 

19 

18 

(In  Tunnel) 

23 

23 

Franklin  Park  Zoo  to  Mattapan 

16. 

7 

15.7 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

Boylston  to  Mattapan:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9  .         Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station 

(Boylston  to  North  Station,   10  m.p.h.) 

E.2 


Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


Route  Length 
(One  way  in  miles) 


Headways 
(In  minutes) 


Operating  Speed 
(mph  w/o  layover) 


*  1 

■  9 
10/47 

I 

13/68 
J  15/41 
|l6 

16A 

ill 

19/44 

I  22 
*23 

125 
26 

*  27 
1(28 
129 

*  30 

142 
43 
45 

146 
48 

*  49 

■  66 


Harvard-Dudley 

Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point-Central  Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Point-Kneeland  Street 

Savin  Hill-  Copley 

Kane  Square-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Dudley 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont- Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Ruggles 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Mattapan-Arborway 

Mattapan-Egleston 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 

Forest  Hills-Dudley 

Egleston-Stuart  Street 

Franklin  Park-Ruggles 

Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-Allston 


4.2 

3.4 

3.5 

9.3 

3.4 

4.2 

4.5 
Eliminated  ** 

6.2 

3.3 

4.6 

4.0 

4.4 

4.2 

4.4 

3.0 

2.0 

2.3 

3.7 
Eliminated   ** 

2.7 
Eliminated  ** 
Eliminated  ** 

3.1 

2.0 
Eliminated  ** 
Eliminated    ** 

4.0 


5 
15 

8 
10 

7 
IS 

7 

12 

9 

30 

10 

12 

6 

5 

12 

7 

30 

20 

20 


9 

30 


8 
11 
10 
10 

10 
10 
10 

12 
12 
14 
11 
15 
11 
11 
10 
11 
12 
15 

13 


10 
12 


10 


No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus 
routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 


.** 


Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 


E.3 
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ALTERNATIVE  2  -  WASHINGTON  -  WARREN  -  BLUE  HILL,  LRV 

Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 


1 .  Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  Mattapan  Square:    6.5  Miles 

2.  Stations:    19  (not  including  Boylston  or  Mattapan  Stations) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

Boylston  to  Dudley  .29  Miles 

Dudley  to  Grove  Hall  .37  Miles 

Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  .33  Miles 

Total  Alignment  .33  Miles 


3. 

At-grade  intersections:    34 

(every 

.2  miles) 

4. 

Train  Length:      2  Boeing  LRV/Train 

5. 

Train  Capacity:     (160  Pass 

./LRV) 

(2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass 

./Train 

6. 

Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed 

c 

(mph): 

Daily  Average 
(with  Signal  Priority) 

AM  Inbound  Peak 
(.94  Peak  Factor) 

Boylston  -  Dudley 

16 

15 

Dudley  -  Grove  Hall 

17.8 
(22.5  in  tunnel) 

16.7        191 
(22.5) 

Grove  Hall  -  Mattapan 

16.7 

15.7 

Total  Alignment  * 

17.2 

16.2 

7.  Trip  Times  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

Dudley  to  Boylston  8.2  Minutes 

Grove  Hall  to  Boylston  12.9  Minutes 

Mattapan  to  Boylston  24.03  Minutes 

8.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

d 
Mattapan  to  Boylston  St.:     5  Minutes 

9.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):  20  Seconds 

10.        Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station  (Boylston  to  North  Station,   10  MPH) 


E.5 


Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


Route  Length 

Headways 
(in  minutes) 

Operating  Speed 

(one  way  in  miles) 

(mph 

w/o  layove 

4.2 

5 

8 

3.4 

15 

11 

3.5 

8 

10 

9.3 

10 

10 

3.4 

7 

10 

4.2 

15 

10 

4.5 

7 

10 

4.3 

12 

11 

6.2 

25 

12 

3.3 

9 

12 

4.6 

30 

14 

4.0 

10 

11 

4.4 

12 

15 

3.6 

6 

11 

4.0 

5 

11 

3.0 

12 

10 

2.0 

7 

11 

2.3 

30 

12 

3.7 

20 

15 

Eliminated  ** 

2.7 

20 

13 

2.7 

12 

10 

Eliminated  ** 

'2.4 

10 

11 

2.0 

30 

12 

Eliminated  ** 

Eliminated  ** 

4.0 

5 

10 

*  1 

8 

9 

10/47 
*11 

13/68 
*  15/41 

16 
*16A 
*17 
*18 

19/44 
*21 

22 

23 

25 

26 
*27 

28 

29 
*30 

42 

43 
*45 

46 

48 
*49 
*66 


Harvard -Dud  ley 

Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point-Central  Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Point-Kneeland 

Savin  Hill- Copley 

Kane  Square-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Dudley 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

As  hmont- Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Mattapan-Arborway 

Mattapan-Egleston 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 

Forest  Hills-Dudley 

Egleston- Stuart  St. 

Dudley-  Franklin  Park 

Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-AUston 


*    No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus 
routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

**  Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 


E.S 


ALT.  2 

WASHINGTON- 
WARREN- 
BLUE    HILL. 
L.R.V. 


FIGURE  E.2 


ALTERNATIVE  3  -  WASHINGTON  -  DUDLEY  -  MIDLAND,  LRV  'B 

Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics  \^f^ 

1.        Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  Mattapan  Square:  7.2  Miles  ftt 

I 


2.        Stations:    19  (not  including  Boylston  or  Mattapan  Stations) 


Average  Spacing  Between  Stations:  I 
Boylston  to  Dudley                .29  Miles 

Dudley  to  Uphams  .30  Miles  i 

Uphams  to  Mattapan  ,44  Miles  I 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions):  | 

Boylston  to  Dudley  -  Street  median  with  traffic  signal  priority 

Duciley  to  Uphams  -  Either  tunnel  or  street  median  (requiring  ^ 

some  property  acquisition^  i 

Uphams  to  Mattapan  -  Midland    Branch  R.O.W.  and  Blue  Hill 

Avenue  median  section  north  of  Mattapam 
Square 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

5.  Train  Capacity:    (160  Pass. /LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass./Train^ 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mph) 


Daily  Average 

AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal  Priority) 

(.94  Peak  Factor) 

Boylston  to  Dudley 

16 

15 

Dudley  to  Uphams 

(in  Median) 

16.5 

15.5 

(Tunnel) 

20 

20 

Uphams  to  Mattapan 

23 

23 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

Mattapan  to  Boylston  Street:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time   (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9.  Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station 

(Boylston  to  North  Station,   10  m.p.h.) 
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Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


Harvard-Dudley 

Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point- Central  Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Polnt-Kneeland  Street 

Savin  Hill- Copley 

Dudley-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson  Square 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner-Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Ruggles 

Ashmont-Morton 

Ashmont-Norfolk  St. 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ma  ttapa  n-Arborwa  y 

Mattapan-  Columbia 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 

Forest  Hills-Dudley 

Egleston-Stuart  Street 

Ruggles-Seaver  Street 

Ruggles- Talbot 

Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-Allston 


Route  Length 
(one  way  in  miles^ 


Headways 
(in  minutes) 


4.2  5 

3.4  15 

3.5  8 

9.3  10 

3.4  7 
4.2  15 
2.7  7 

Eliminated** 

6.2  25 
3.7  9 

4.6  30 

3.5  15 

4.4  12 

3.6  6 

4.5  5 

2.4  12 
1.9  7 

2.3  30 

3.7  20 

3.5  10 

2.7  20 
2.7  12 

Eliminated  ** 

2.2  9 

3.5  9 

2.0  30 

Eliminated** 

Eliminated** 

4.0  5 


Operating  Speed 
(mph  w/o  layover) 


8 
11 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

12 
12 
14 
11 
15 
11 
11 
10 
11 
12 
15 

13 
13 

10 

11 
11 
12 
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*     No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus 
routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  H) 

**    Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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FIGURE    E.3 


ALTERNATIVE  4  -  RUGGLES  -  DUDLEY  -  COLUMBIA  POINT,  LRV; 
WASHINGTON  -  WARREN  -  BLUE  HILL.  LRV 


Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 
WashingtCTi  -  Warren  -  Blue  Hill,  LRV  Radial  Alignment 

1 .  Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  Mattapan  Square:    6.45  Miles  ^ 

2.  Stations:  19  (not  including  Boylston  or  Mattapan  Stations)  ^ 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

Boylston  to  Dudley  .29  Miles 

Dudley  to  Grove  Hall  .37  Miles 

Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  .33  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions); 

Boylston  to  Dudley  -  Street  median  with  traffic  priority 

Dudley  to  Grove  Hall  -  Street  median  with  traffic  priority  to 

Townsend  Street.     Tunnel  construction 
south  of  Townsend  Street  to  Grove  Hall 

Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  -  Street  median  with  traffic  priority 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Traln 

5.  Train  Capacity:    (160  Pass. /LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass. /Train 

c 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mph): 


Boylston  to  Dudley 
Dudley  to  Grove  Hall 

Median  Section 

Tunnel  Section 
Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period^ 

d 
Mattapan  to  Boylston  St.:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9.  Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station  (Boylston  to  North  Station,  10  MPH) 


Dally  Average 

AM 

Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal 

Priority) 

(.94 

Peak  Factor) 

16 

15 

17.8 

16.7 

22.5 

22.5 

16.7 

15.7 

E.ll 


Ruggles  -  Dudley  -  Columbia  Point,  LRV  Crosstown  Alignment 


1.  Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Columbia  Point  Terminus:  4.17  Miles 
Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Columbia  Station  (Study  Area  Section):  3.26  Miles 

2.  Stations:     9  Stations  in  Study  Area  ,  Arterial  and  Dudley  Stations,  serve  both 

this  alignment  and  the  radial  alignment  to  Mattapan,  plus  two  stations 
east  of  Columbia  Station 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Columbia  Station 
(All  Study  Area  Stops)  -   .36  Miles 
Columbia  Station  to  UMass  -  .45  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions); 


Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to 

Ruggles  Station    - 
Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial  Station  - 
Arterial  Station  to  Dudley  - 
Dudley  to  Midland  Branch  - 

Midland  Branch  to  Uphams  Station  - 
Uphams  Station  to  Columbia  Station 
Columbia  Station  to  UMass  - 


Either  tunnel  or  at-grade 

Arterial  reservation 

Street  Median 

Either  tunnel  or  street  median  (requiring 

some  property  acquisition) 

Tunnel 

Street  Median 

Street  Median 


4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

l 

5.  Train  Capacity:     (160  Pass. /LRV)   (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass. /Train 

c 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mph): 


Daily  Average 


AM  Inbound  Peak 


(with  Signal  Priority) 

(.94  Peak  Factor) 

Huntington  Avenue  Green 

Line  to  Ruggles  Station 

(In  Tunnel) 

20 

20 

(At-Grade) 

17 

16 

Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial 

20 

19 

Station 

Arterial  Station  to  Dudley 

16 

15 

Dudley  to  Uphams  Station 

(In  Tunnel) 

20 

20 

(In  Median) 

16.5 

15.5 

Uphams  Station  to  Columbia 

18 

17 

Station 

Columbia  Station  to  UMass 

18 

17 

Headways  (Inbound       AM  Peak  Period) 

Columbia  Point  to  Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line:  5  Minutes 

Train  assumed  to  turn  around  at  Park  Street  Station 

(Huntington  Avenue  Creen  Line  to  Park  Street,  9  m.p.h.) 
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Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteris-.ics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


Harvard-Dudley 

Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point-Central'Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Polnt-Kneeland 

Savin  Hill- Copley 

Dudley-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Dudley 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Mattapan-Arborway 

Mattapan-Egleston 

Mattapan-RosUndale  Square 

Forest  Hills-Dudley 

Egleston-Dudley 

Dudley-  Franklin  Park 

Dud  ley -Heath  &  S.  Huntington  . 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-AUston 


Route  Length 
(one  way  In  miles) 


Headways 
(in  minutes) 


4.2 
Eliminated  ** 

3.5 

9.3 

3.4 

4.2 

2.6 

4.3 
Eliminated  ** 

3.3 

4.9 

4.0 

4.4 

3.6 

4.0 

3.0 

2.0 

2.3 

3.7 
Eliminated** 

2.7 

2.7 
Eliminated  ** 

2.4 

2.0 
Eliminated  ** 
Eliminated  ** 

4.0 


8 
5 
7 

IS 
7 

12 

9 
30 
10 
12 

6 

5 
12 

7 
30 
20 

20 
12 

10 
30 


Operating  Speed 
(mph  w/o  layover) 
8 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
11 

12 
13 
11 
15 
11 
11 
10 
11 
12 
15 

13 
10 

11 
12 
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No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus 
routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALT.  4 

RUGGLES- 
DUDLEY- COLUMBIA 
POINT,  L.R.V." 

WASHINGTON.^ 
WARREN- 
BLUE  HILL,  L.R-^ 


FIGURE   E.4 


ALTERNATIVE  5  -  WASHINGTON  TO  DUDLEY,  LRV; 
RUGGLES  STATION  TO  MATTAPAN,  RAPID  TRANSIT 

Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 
Ruqqles  Station  to  Mattapan,  Rapid  Transit  Alignment 

1.  Ruggles  Station  (Orange  Line)  to  Mattapan:    5.71  Miles 

2.  Stations:    9  (not  including  Ruggles  Station) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations:    .63  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alignment  Construction  Assumptions)   : 

Ruggles  Station  to  Dudley  Station  -  Tunnel 

Dudley  Station  to  Midland  Branch  -  Tunnel 

(via  Dudley  Street) 

Midland  Branch  to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  -  Existing  Midland  Right-of-Way 

Blue  Hill  Avenue  to  Mattapan  Square  -  Tunnel 

4.  Train  Length:    4  Vehicles 

5.  Train  Capacity:  (210  Pass  ./Vehicle)  (4  Vehicles /Train)  =  840  Pass. /Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed:    22  m.p.h.     (Assumes  operating  speed 
as  estimated  for  Relocated  Orange  Line)  *^ 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  A.M.  Peak  Period) 

Mattapan  to  Ruggles  Station:    4  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9.  Assumed  to  Turn  Back  at  Oak  Grove 

Washington  to  Dudley,  LRV  Alignment 

1.  Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  Dudley:    2.03  Miles 

2.  Stations:    7  (not  including  Boylston  Station) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 
Boylston  to  Dudley  -  .29  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions) 

Boylston  to  Dudley  -        Primarily  along  street  median  with  traffic 

signal  priority.     Tunnel  section  assumed  south 
of  Boylston  Station  to  Marginal  Street  and 
Shawmut  Avenue  intersection 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

5.  Train  Capacity:      (160  Pass. /LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Passengers/Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (m.p.h.)    : 

Daily  Average  AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal  Priority)       (.94  Peak  Factor) 
Boylston  to  Dudley  16  15 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period):    , 

Dudley  to  Boylston:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):;  20  Seconds 

9.  Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station  (Boylston  to  North  Station,  10  m.p.h.) 
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Table  2 
Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


*  1 
8 
9 

10/47 
*11 
..^  13/68 

*  15/41 
16 
16A 

^:.17 
*18 

19, 
■  21 

22 
*23 

25 

26 
*27 
*28 

29 
'*30 

42 

43 

44 

^  45 
46 
48 

*  49 
*66 


Harvard-Dudley 
Columbia  Point- Dudley 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point- Central  Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Point-Kneeland 

Savin  Hill- Copley 

Kane  Square-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Jackson 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner- Jackson 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 
Ashmont-Ruggles  ' 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 
Ashmont-Morton  Station 
Ashmont-Mattapan 
Mattapan-Arborway 
Matta  pan- Columbia 
Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 
Forest  Hills-Dudley 
Egleston-Dudley 
Dudley-Seaver  Street 

Dudley-  Talbot  Station 
Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 
Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 
Northampton-Kneeland  Street 
Dudley-Allston 


Route  Length 

Headways 

Operating  SpetS 

(one  way  in  miles) 

(in  minutes) 

(mph  w/o  layove 

4.2 

5 

^      M 

3.4 

15 

9            ■ 

3.5 

8 

10 

9.3 

10 

10      m 

3.4 

7 

10           ^ 

4.2 

15 

10 

4.5 

7 

10        H 

Eliminated 

** 

-6.0 

'12. 

11 

3.7 

9 

12            ■ 

4.6 

30 

14            ^ 

3.5 

15 

11 

1.7 

12 

15            ■ 

3.6 

6 

11 

4.5 

5 

11            ^ 

1.9 

12 

-10            ■ 

2.0 

7 

11 

2.3 

30 

12            ^ 

3.7 

20 

15            P 

3.5 

10 

15 

2.7 

20 

13            ^ 

2.7 

12 

10           P 

Eliminated 

** 

1.5 

0 

11           m 

3.1. 

10 

11       B 

2.0 

30 

12 

Eliminated 

** 

Eliminated 

** 

4.0 

5 

10 

*    No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed 
bus  routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

**  Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALT.  6 

WASHINGTON  TO  DUDLEY^ 
L.R.V.; 

RUGGLES  STATION 
TO  MATTAPAN,  ^' 
RAPID  TRANSIT 
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FIGURE    E.5 


ALTERNATIVE  6  -  WASHINGTON  -WARREN-BLUE  HILL,  BUSWAY     (See  Appendix  F) 

Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 


1.  Kneeland  Street  to  Mattapan  Square  Busway:    6.4  Miles 

Class  B  Type  Busway  -    service  comparable  to  light  rail  service  with 
special  right-of-way  arterial  median  with  at-grade  intersections.     Class  B 
Busway  examples:      Red  Arrow  Busway  (Philadelphia),  Runcorn  (England), 
East  Patways  (Pittsburgh)  -  proposed,  East-West  Transitway  (Milwaukee)  - 
proposed 

2.  Stations:    Assumes  20  on-line  parallel  platforms  spaced  comparably  with 
Light  Rail  Alternative  2 

-  Station  bus  berth  width  10';   passenger  platform  width  6' 

-  Station  length  80  to  100'  for  two  bus  berths 

3.  Median  Requirements  (minimum): 

Without  Station 
-  two  12'  lanes,  two  4'  barriers  -  32'  total 

With  Station 
-two  12'  lanes,  10'  bus  berth  width,  6'  passenger  platform  with  curb 
barrier,  2'  non-station  side  barrier  -  42'  total 

4.  Downtown  Distribution:      Combination  of  bus  lanes  and  streets  north 
of  Kneeland  Street  providing  transit  loop  (ARZ  Report,  BRA) 

5.  Number  of  Bus  Movements  on  Exclusive  Lanes  in  Other  Cities 

New  Orleans  -  Canal  St.*  40-50  Buses/Hr. 

Chicago  -  Washington  St.*  90  Buses/Hr. 

New  York  City  -  Hillside  Ave.**  170  Buses/Hr. 

*     median 
**  curb  lane 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (Based  on  preliminary  traffic  cir- 
culation analysis  ay  TAMS  staff): 

Downtown  Transit  Loop  -  5  mph 
Busway  -  15  mph 
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Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  AM  Peak  Period 


Route 


Harvard -Dud  ley 
Columbia  Point-Ruggles 
City  Point-Copley 
City  Point-Central  Sq.  via 

Dudley 
City  Point-Downtown  Bus 

Loop 
Savin  Hill-Copley 
Kane  Square-Centre  &  Eliot 
Andrew-Jackson  Square 
U.  Mass  .-Forest  Hills 
Fields  Corner-Andrew 
Ashmont-Andrew 
Fields  Corner- Ruggles 

21  Ashmont- Forest  Hills 

22  Ashmont-Downtown  Bus  Loop 
N22        Ashmont-  Brookline  Village 

23  Ashmont-Downtown  Bus  Loop 
N23        Ashmont-Copley 

25  Ashmont-Mattapan 

26  Ashmont-Morton  &  Blue  Hill 

27  Ashmont-Mattapan 
'2  8  Mattapan-Arborway 

29  Mattapan-Jackson  Square 
N29         Mattapan-Downtown  Bus  Loop 

30  Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 
42  Forest  Hills -Downtown  Bus 

Loop 
Egleston-Stuart  Street 
Seaver  Street-Downtown  Bus 

Loop 
N44        Seaver  Street-Copley 

45  Franklin  Park-Downtown  Bus 

Loop 

46  Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 

48  Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

49  Northampton-Kneeland  Street 
66  Dudley-Allston 


Route  Length 
(One  way  in  miles) 
4.2 

Headways 
(In  minutes) 
5 

Operating  Speed 

(mph  w/o  layover) 

8 

4.0 

15 

11 

3.5 

8 

10 

9.3 

10 

10 

4.6 

4.2 

4.5 
4.3 
6.2 
3.3 


4. 

4, 

4. 

6, 

5 

6 


6 
4 
4 
8 
,0 
6 


6.0 
3.0 


2, 

2, 

3, 

4, 

7, 

2 

5 


15 
7 

12 

25 
9 

30 

10 
12 

5 

5 

5 

5 

12 

7 

30 

20 

5 

3 

20 
10 


10 

10 

11 

12 

12 

14 

13 

15 

13 

13 

12 

13 

10 

11 

12 

15 

14 

14 

13 

11 


Eliminated 
4.5 

3.9 
5.1 

2.0 

Eliminated 
Eliminated 
4.0 


from  Relocated  Orange  Line  bu?  network 
:  7  12 


7 
6 


11 
11 


30  12 

from  Relocated  Orange  Line  bus  network 
from  Relocated  Orange  Line  bus  network 
5  10 


*     No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus  routes  for 
Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

**  Bus  routes  which  use  Busway  for  portion  of  route  length  with  assumed 
operating  speed  of  15  mph  for  Busway  segment 
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ALTERNATIVE  7  -  MIDLAND  COMMUTER  RAIL;   WASHINGTON-WARREN 
(TO  MT.  BOWDOIN)  .  LRV  


Table  1  -  Operating  CharacterisUcs 
Washington  -  Warren  (To  Mt.  Bowdoin) ,  LRV  Alignment 


1.  Boylston  Street  Station  (Central  Subway)  to  IVB:  .  Bowdoin:   3.90  mlles^ 

2.  Stations:    12  (not  including  Boylston  Station) 

Average  Spacing  between  Stations: 

Boylston  to  Dudley  .29  miles 

Dudley  to  Mt.  Bowdoin  .37  miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions): 

Boylston  to  Dudley        -  Street  median  with  traffic  signal  priority 

Dudley  to  Mt.  Bowdoin  -Street  median  with  traffic  signal  priority 

to  Townsend  Street.  Tunnel  consturction 
south  of  Townsend  Street  to  Mt.  Bowdoin 

b 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

5.  Train  Capacity-;    (160  Pass  ./LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass  ./Train 

c 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (m. p. h.) 


Daily  Average 

AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal  Priority) 

(.94  Peak  Factor) 

Boylston  to  Dudley 

16 

15 

Dudley  to  Mt.  Bowdoin 

(Median  Section) 

17.8 

16.7 

(Tunnel  Section) 

22.5 

22.5 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

d 
Mattapan  to  Boylston:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9  .        Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  North  Station 

(Boylston  Station  to  North  Station,  10  m.p.h.) 
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Table  1   (cont'd) 


Midland  Commuter  Rail  Operatiog.  Alignment 

1.  South  Station  to  Readville  Terminus:    9.31  Miles  ^ 

South  Station  to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  (Study  Area  Section):    5.93  Miles 

2.  Stations:     6  Stations  in  Study  Area  (not  including  South  Station)  ^ 

Plus  Stations  at  River  Street,  Fairmount  and  Readville 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

South  Station  to  Uphams  Corner  (first  stop)  2.20  Miles 

Uphams  Corner  to  Blue  Hill  (All  Study  Area  Stops)  .75  Miles 

Blue  Hill  to  Readville  (South  of  Study  Area)  1 .13  Miles 

3.  Track  Profile  (Construction  Assumptions): 

Assumes  profile  of  rehabilitated  Midland  Branch 

4.  Vehicle  Technology: 

Assume:  Rail  Diesel  Coach  (RDC)  similar  to  new  Budd- 
(SBV-2000)  vehicle 

5.  Vehicle  Capacity:     Approximately  80  seats/vehicle 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (m.p.h.)^ 

South  Station  to  Uphams  Corner  -    30 
Uphams  Corner  to  Blue  Hill  -    17 

Blue  Hill  to  Readville  -    22 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

d 
Readville  to  South  Station:    15  Minutes 

8.  Assumed  to  Turn  Back  at  Readville  and  South  Station 


E.22 


Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Perlcd 


Route 


Route  Length 

Headways 

Operating  Speed 

ne  way  in  miles) 

(in  minutes) 

(mph 

w/o  layover) 

4.2 

5 

8 

3.4 

15 

11 

3.5 

8 

10 

9.3 

10 

10 

3.4 

7 

10 

4.2 

15 

10 

4.7 

7 

10 

-        4 . 3 

12 

11 

6.2 

25 

12 

3.3 

9 

12 

4.0 

30 

14 

4.0 

10 

11 

4.4 

12 

15 

4.4 

6 

11 

3.6 

5 

11 

3.0 

12 

10 

1.7 

7 

11 

2.3 

30 

12 

3.7 

20 

15 

3..0 

5 

15 

2.7 

20 

13 

2.7 

12 

10 

Eliminated** 

2.4 

10 

11 

2.0 

30 

12 

Eliminatea 

Eliminated** 

4.0 

5 

10 

Harvard -Dud  ley 

Columbia  Point-Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Copley  _ 

City  Point-Central  Sq.  via  Dudley 

City  Point-Kneeland 

Savin  Hill- Copley 

Kane  Square-Centre  &  Elliot 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

Ashmont- Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Dudley 

Ashmont-Forest  Hills 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ashmont- Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Mattapan-Arborway 

Matta pan-Grove  Hall 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 
Forest  Hills-Dudley 
Egleston-Dudley 
Dudley-  Franklin  Park 
Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington 
Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 
Northampton-Kneeland  Street 
Dudley-Allston 


■*    No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus  routes 
for  Relocated  Orange  Line   (Base  Case  II) 

'*  Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network,  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALTERNATIVE  8  -  WASHINGfON-'WARlRETT-BLUE  HILL,  RAPID  TRANSIT 
Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 


1.  Essex  Station  (Orange  Line)  to  Mattapan  Square:    6.64  Miles 

a 

2.  Stations:    12  (not  including  Essex  Station) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations:    .55  Miles 

3.  Grade  Separated  in  Tunnel 

4.  Train  Length:    4  (#12  Vehicles) 

5.  Train  Capacity:   (210  Pass  ./Vehicle)  (4  Vehicles/Train)  =  840  Pass  ./Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed:  22  m.p.h.  (Assumes  operating  speed 

as  estimated  for  Relocated  Orange  Line)<^ 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period)  ^j 

Mattapan  to  Essex  Station:    4  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time    (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9 .  Assumed  to  Turn  Back  at  Oak  Grove 
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Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period 


Route 


Route  Ler 

igth 
mile 

iS) 

Headways 
(in  minutes) 

Operating  Speg 

(one  way  in 

(mph 

w/o  layo-v 

4.2 

5 

8 

3.4 

15 

9 

3.5 

8 

10 

9.3 

10 

10 

3.4 

7 

10 

4.0 

15 

10 

4.5 

7 

10 

4.3 

12 

11 

6.2 

25 

12 

3.3 

9 

12 

4.6 

30 

14 

4.0 

10 

11 

1.9 

12 

15 

3.6 

6 

11 

4.0 

5 

11 

3.0 

12 

10 

2.0 

7 

11 

2.3 

30 

12 

3.7 

20 

15 

3.0 

10 

12 

2.7 

20 

13 

2.7 

12 

10 

Elimina 

ted 

** 

2.0 

10 

11 

3ts          2.0 

30 

12 

Eliminated 

** 

Eliminated 

** 

4.0 

5 

10 

*    1 

*  8 

9 
10/47. 
*"11 
13/68 

*  15/41 
16 

*  16A 

*  17 

*  18 
19/44 
21 

22 
23 
25 
26 

*  27 

*  28 
29 

*  30 
42 
43 
45 
46 
48 

*  49 
66 


Harvard-Dudley 

Columbia  Point-Dudley 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point-Central  Sq .  via  Dudley 

City  Point-Kneeland  Street 

Savin  Hill-Copley 

Kane  Square-Centre  &  Elliot  Streets 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass. -Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner-Andrew 

Ashmont-Andrew 

Fields  Corner- Dudley 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

M  a  tta  pa  n  -Arb  or  wa  y 

Mattapan- Grove  Hall 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 

Forest  Hills-Dudley 

Egleston-Stuart  Street 

Dudley-Grove  Hall 

Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington  Streets 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-AUston 


*     No  alignment  modifications  made  from  proposed  bus  ■'f:oute^_for^eJoc^ted___. 

Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
**  Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALTERNATIVE  9  -  RUGGLES-DUDLEY-MIDLAND  BRANCH.  LRV; 
DUDLEY-ARZ  VIA  WASHINGTON  STREET.  BUSWAY 

Table  1  -  Operating  Characteristics 
Ruqqles-Dudlev-Midland  Branch.  LRV  Alignment 

1.  Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Mattapan  :    6.26    miles 

2.  Stations:    15  (not  including  Mattapan  Station) 

Average  Station  Spacing:  .40  miles  (Table  2) 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions): 

Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to 

Ruggles  Station  -  Either  tunnel  or  at-grade 

Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial  Station  -  Arterial  reservation 

Arterial  Station  to  Dudley  -  Street  median 

Dudley  to  Midland  Branch  -  Either  tunnel  or  at-grade 

Midland  Branch  to  Blue  Hill  (S)  Station-  Midland  Branch  R.p.W. 

Blue  Hill  (S)    Station  to  Mattapan  -  Street  Median 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods^ 

5.  Train  Capacity:  (160  Pass  ./LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass. /Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mph): 

Daily  Average  AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal  Priority)        (.94  Peak  Factor) 
Huntington  Avenue  Green 
Line  to  Ruggles  Station 

(In  Tunnel)  20  20 

(At-Grade)  17  16 

Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial  20  19 

Station 

Arterial  Station  to  Dudley  16  15 
Dudley  to  Uphams  Station 

(In  Tunnel)  20  20 

(In  Median)  16.5  15.5 

Uphams  Stationto  Blue  Hill  (S)  23  23 

Blue  Hill  (S)  to  Mattapan  17  16 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period) 

Mattapan  to  Huntington  Ave.  Green  Line:  5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  In  Station);  20  Seconds 

9 .  Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  Park  Street  Station 

(Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Park  Street,  9  m.p.h.) 
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Table  1  (cont'd) 
Dudley  -  ARZ  via  Washington  Street,  Busway  Alignment 

1.  Kneeland  Street  to  Dudley  Busway:    2.0  Miles 

Class  B  Type  Busway  -  service  comparable  to  light  rail  service  with 
special  right-of-way  arterial  median  with  at-grade  intersections. 
Class  B  Busway  examples:    Red  Arrow  Busway  (Philadelphia),  Runcorn 
(England),  East  Patways  (Pittsburgh)  -  proposed,  East-West  Transitway 
(Milwaukee)  -  proposed 

2.  Stations:     Assumes  12  on-line  parallel  stops  spaced  approximately 
900  feet  apart 

Station  bus  berth  width  10;   passenger  platform  width  6' 
Station  length  80  to  100'  for  two  bus  berths 

3.  Median  Requirements  (minimum): 

Without  Station 

-  two  12'  lanes,  two  4'  barriers  -  32'  total 

With  Station 

-  two  12'  lanes,  10'  bus  berth  width,  6'  passenger  platform  with 
curb  barrier,  2'  non-station  side  barrier  -  42'  total 

4.  Downtown  Distribution:     Combination  of  bus  lanes  and  streets  north 
of  Kneeland  Street  providing  transit  loop  (ARZ  Report,  BRA) 

5.  Number  of  Bus  Movements  on  Exclusive  Lanes  in  Other  Cities: 

New  Orleans  -  Canal  St.*  40-50  Buses/Hr. 

Chicago  -  Washington  St.*  90  Buses/Hr. 

New  York  City  -  Hillside  Ave.**  170  Buses/Hr. 

*        median 
**     curb  lane 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mphh 

Downtown  Transit  Loop  -  5  mph .   (based  on  preliminary  traffic  cir- 
culation analysis  by  TAMS  staif) 

Busway  -   12  mph.  (based  on  preliminary  traffic  circulation  analysis 

by  TAMS  staft,  which  assumes  bus  priority  at  10  signalized  intersections) 

7.  Busway  Level  of  Utilization  at  Peak  Period  (based  on  Alt.  9  -  Table  2  assumptions); 

South  of  South  Cove  Station:    30  Vehicles/Hr. 
North  of  South  Cove  Station:    38  Vehicles/Hr. 
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** 


Table  2 


Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  AM  Peak  Period 


Route  Length 
Route (one  way  in  miles) 

*  1         Harvard-Dudley  4.2 
8/47  Columbia  Pt.  -  Central  Square  7.6 

via  Dudley 

9         City  Point-Copley  3.5 

*10        City  Point-Ruggles  3.6 

11         City  Point-ARZ  4.6 

13/68  Savin  Hill-Copley  4.2 

15/41  Dudley-Centre  &  Elliot  Streets  2.7 

16  Andrew-Jackson  Eliminated 
16A      U.  Mass-Jackson  6.0 

17  Fields  Corner-Andrew  3.7 
*18        Ashmont-Andrew  4.6 

19        Fields  Corner-Jackson  3.5 

*21        Ashmont-Forest  Hills  4.4 

22        Ashmont- Jackson  Square  3.6 

*23        Ashmont- Ruggles  4.5 

25        Ashmont-Morton  Station  1.9 

*26        Ashmont-Morton  Station  2.0 

*27        Ashmont-Mattapan  2.3 

*28        Mattapan-Arborway  3.7 

29         Mattapan-Columbia  3.5 

*30        Mattapan-Roslindale  Square  2.7 

42  Forest  Hills-Dudley  2.7 

43  Egleston-Dudley  Eliminated 

44  Ruggles-Seaver  Street  2.2 

45  Ruggles-Talbot  Station  3.5 

46  Dudley-Heath  &  S.  Huntington  2.0 
48        Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital  Eliminated 

*  49        Northampton-Kneeland  Street  Eliminated 

*  66        Dudley-Allston  4.0 

Shuttle  Bus  (Dudley-ARZ)  2.5 


** 


** 


Headwa 

ys 

Operating  Speed 

(in  minutes) 

(mph 

w/o  layover) 

5 

8 

10 

9 

8 

10 

10 

10 

7 

8 

15 

10 

7 

10 

12 

11 

9 

12 

30 

14 

15 

11 

12 

15 

6 

11 

5 

11 

12 

10 

7 

11 

30 

12 

20 

15 

10 

15 

20 

13 

12 

10 

9 

11 

10 

11 

30 

12 

5 

10 

2 

9.5. 

*    No  alignment  modifications  made  frcm  proposed  bus  routes 
for  Relocated  Orange  Line    (Base  Case  11) 

**     Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for  relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALTERNATIVE  10  -  AUGMENTED  FEEDER  BUS 


Alternative  10  assumes  modifications  of  route  alignment  and  headways  of 

the  feeder  bus  network  as  proposed  for  Base  Case  2  -  Relocated  Orange  Line. 

The  modifications  made  of  Base  Case  2  to  develop  Alternative  10  include: 

Alignment 

o  Route  8  -  Ruggles  to  Columbia  Point  and  Route  47  -  Andrew  Station  to  Central 

Square  now  combined  to  provide  service  between  Central  Square  and  Columbia 
Point  via  Dudley  and  Uphams  Corner. 

o  Route  11  -  City  Point  to  Kneeland  Street  is  extended  into  the  Auto  Restricted 

Zone  (ARZ) . 

o  Route  13  -  Savin  Hill  to  Ruggles  and  Route  68  -  Copley  Square  to  BCH  are  com- 

bined to  provide  service  between  Copley  Square  and  Savin  Hill  via  BCH. 

o  Route  15/41  -  Centre  &  Eliot  Streets  to  Kane  Square  is  rerouted  along  New 

Dudley  Street  to  provide  access  to  Roxbury  Crossing  and  route  extended  to 
Fields  Corner  from  Kane  Square. 

o  Route  16  -  Andrew  to  Jackson  Square  is  rerouted  along  Geneva  Avenue  to 

provide  direct  service  to  Grove  Hall. 

o  Route  19  -  Fields  Corner  to  Ruggles  is  rerouted  from  Ruggles  to  Jackson  Square' 

via  crosstown  alignment  along  Martin  Luther  King  Boulevard. 

o  Route  23  -  Ashmont  to  Ruggles  is  rerouted  from  Ruggles  to  Jackson  Square 

via  crosstown  alignment  along  Martin  Luther  King  Boulevard. 

o  Route  C29  -  Mattapan  to  Ruggles  via  Dudley  is  a  new  route  providing  ser- 

vice between  Mattapan  and  Dudley. 

o  Route  42/49  -  Forest  Hills  to  Essex  is  extended  into  the  Auto  Restricted 

Zone  (ARZ) . 

o  Route  43  -  Jackson  Square  to  Park  Street  is  routed  from  Park  Street  to  the 

Auto  Restricted  Zone  (ARZ). 

Headway 

*- 

The  following  routes  have  modified  headways  from  headway  assumptions 

for  Base  Case  2  . 

Base  Case  2  Headway        Alternative  10         ^ 

8/47  Central  Square-Columbia  Point  IS  5  ■ 

13/68  Savin  Hill  to  Copley 

19  Jackson  Square  to  Fields  Corner  10  5  (M 

22  Ruggles  to  Ashmont  ^  -"^  ~ 

29  Mattapan  to  Egleston 

42/49  Forest  Hills  to  ARZ  via  Dudley  12  5  jfl 

43  Egleston  to  ARZ  ^ '^  ^^         "^  ^ 

44  Seaver  Street  to  Ruggles 

45  Franklin  Park  to  Ruggles 

46  Heath  &  S.  Huntington  to  Dudley 
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15 

5 

15 

10 

10 

5 

6 

5 

9 

5 

12 

5 

10 

5 

9 

5 

9 

5 

30 

10 
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Table  1 
Augmented  Feeder  Bus  Operating  Characteristics  for 


AM  Peak  Period  ^ 


Route 


Route  Length 

Headways 

Operating  Speed 

(One  way  in 

miles) 

(In  Minutes) 

(mph  w/o  layover) 

4.2 

5 

8 

7.5- 

5 

9 

3.5 

8 

10 

3.6 

10 

10 

4.5' 

7 

9 

4.2 

10^ 

10 

5.5 

8 

10 

'l  Harvard-Dudley 

8/47     Columbia  Point-Central  Square  via 

Dudley  and  Uphams  Corner 
Copley-City  Point 
City  Point-Ruggles 
City  Point-ARZ 
Savin  Hill-Copley 
Centre  &  Elliot  Streets  -  Fields 

Corner  via  Dudley 
Andrew-Jackson  Square  via  Grove  4.3  12  10 

Hall 
Forest  Hills-U .  Mass. 
Fields  Corner-Andrew 
Ashmont-Andrew 
Jackson  Square-Fields  Corner 
Ashmont-Forest  Hills 
Ruggles-Ashmont  via  Dudley  • 
Jackson  Square-Ashmont 
Ashmont-Mattapan 
Ashmont-Norfolk  Street 
Ashmont-Mattapan 
Mattapan-Arborway 
Matta pan-Jackson  Square 
Mattapan-Ruggles  via  Dudley 
Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 
Forest  Hills-ARZ  via  Dudley 
Egleston-ARZ 

Seaver  Street-Ruggles  via  Dudley 
Franklin  Park-Ruggles  via  Dudley 
Heath  &  S.  Huntington-Dudley 
Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 
Dudley-Allston 

*     No  alignment  modification  made  from  proposed 

bus  routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

:**     Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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ALTERNATIVE  11  -  WASHINGTON -WARRENT-BLUE  HILL.  RAPID  TRANSIT;  RUGGLES- 

DUDLEY- CaLUMBU\  POINT.  LRV  CROSSTOWN  ALIGNMENT:  DUDLEY-EGLESTQN- 

FRANKLIN  PARK  ZOO-UPHAMS  CORNER-COLUMBIA  POINT.  LRV  CROSSTOWN 

ALIGNMENT 

Table  1    -    Operating  Characteristics 
Washimton-Warren-Blue  Hill,  Rapid  Transit  Alignment 


b 


a 

1.  Essex  Station  (Orange  Line)  to  Mattapan  Square:    6.64  Miles 

2.  Stations:    12  (not  including  Essex  Station) 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations:      .55  Miles 

3.  Grade  Separated  in  Tunnel 

b 

4.  Train  Length:    4  (#12  Vehicles) 

5.  Train  Capacity:    (210  Pass  ./Vehicle)  (4  Vehicles/Train)  =  840  Pass.  Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed:     22  m.p.h.     (Assumes  operating  speed 
as  estimated  for  Relocated  Orange  Line)*^ 

7.  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period)  ^ 

Mattapan  to  Essex  Station:      4  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):      20  Seconds 

9.  Assumed  to  Turn  Back  at  Oak  Grove 


ais«r.i««-«j»Timr»iy«-i»>wr~'^>"^«" 
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Table  1  (cont'd) 
Ruqqles  -  Dudley  -  Columbia  Point,  LRV  Crosstown  Alignment 

1.  Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Columbia  Point  Terminus:  4.17  Miles 
Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Columbia  Station  (Study  Area  Section): 

3.26  Miles 

2.  Stations:     9  Stations  in  Study  Area  plus  two  stations  east  of  Columbia 
Station;   Dudley  Station  serves  all  three  alignments;   stations  from  Uphams 
Comer  to  Columbia  Point  serve  both  crosstown  alignments 

Average  Spacing  Between  Stations: 

Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Colubmia  Station  .36  Miles 

(All  Study  Area  Stops)  - 
Columbia  Station  to  UMass  -  .45  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Construction  Assumptions): 

Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Either  tunnel  or  at-grade 

Ruggles  Station  - 

Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial  Station  -  Arterial  Reservation 

Arterial  Station  to  Dudley  -  Street  Median 

Dudley  to  Midland  Branch  -  Either  tunnel  or  street  median  (re- 
quiring some  property  acquisition) 

Midland  Branch  to  Uphams  Station  -  Tunnel 

Uphams  Station  to  Columbia  Station  -  Street  Median 

Columbia  Station  to  UMass  -  Street  Median 

b 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

b 

5.  Train  Capacity:  (160  Pass. /LRV)  (2  LRV/Train)  =  320  Pass. /Train 

c 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (mph): 

Daily  Average  AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  signal  priority)      (.94  Peak  Factor) 


20 
16 
19 
15 

20 

15. 

17 


Huntington  Avenue  Green 

Line  to  Ruggles  Station 

(In  Tunnel) 

20 

(At-Grade) 

17 

Ruggles  Station  to  Arterial  Station 

20 

Arterial  Station  to  Dudley 

16 

Dudley  to  Uphams  Station 

(In  Tunnel) 

20 

(In  Median) 

16.5 

Uphams  Station  to  Columbia 

18 

Station 

Columbia  Station  to  UMass 

18 

7.  Headways  (Inbound       AM  Peak  Period) 

Columbia  Point  to  Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line:    5  Minutes 

8.  Assumed  to  Turn  Around  at  Park  Street  Station 

(Huntington  Avenue  Green  Line  to  Park  Street,  9  m.p.h.) 
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Table  1  (cont'd) 

Dudley  -  Eqleston  -  Franklin  Park  Zoo  -  Uphams  Corner  - 
Columbia  Point,  LRV  Crosstown  Alignment 


1.  Dudley  to  Uphams  Comer  via  Franklin  Park:  4.21  Miles 

Dudley  to  Columbia  Point  via  Uphams  Corner  and  Franklin  Park:  5.86  Miles  ^ 

2.  Stations:    13  (not  including  stations  at  Dudley  and  from  Uphams  Corner  to 

Columbia  Point  which  are  served  by  one  or  more  of  the  other  alignments) 

Average  Station  Spacing  (Dudley  to  Uphams  Corner):    .30  Miles 

3.  Vertical  Profile  (Alternative  Constructive  Assumptions): 

Dudley  to  Seaver  Street-  Either  tunnel  or  street  median  with 

(via  Washington  Street)  transit  priority 

Seaver  Street,  Blue  Hill  Ave. ,  Street  median  with  transit  priority 

Columbia  Road  to  point  just  south 
of  Uphams  Corner - 

Tunnel  section  into  Uphams  Corner  to  connect  with  other  crosstown 
alignment 

4.  Train  Length:    2  Boeing  LRV/Train  at  Peak  Periods 

5.  Train  Capacity:    (160  Pass  ./LRV)  (2  LRV/'n-ain}  =  320  Pass  ./Train 

6.  Assumed  Average  Operating  Speed  (m.p.h.) 

Daily  Average  AM  Inbound  Peak 

(with  Signal  Priority)  (.94  Peak  Factor) 

Dudley  to  Uphams  Corner                            16  15 
(via  Franklin  Park) 

Uphams  Corner  to  Columbia  18  17 

Point 

7 .  Headways  (Inbound  AM  Peak  Period)       , 

Boylston  to  Mattapan:    5  Minutes 

8.  Average  Station  Dwell  Time  (Train  Stopped  in  Station):    20  Seconds 

9.  Vehicles  operating  along  this  alignment  are  assumed  to  turn  back  at 
Dudley  and  Columbia  Point.     Vehicles  for  both  crosstown  alignments 
would  operate  together  from  Uphams  Corner  to  Columbia  Point. 
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Bus  Route  Operating  Characteristics  for  A.M.  Peak  Period^ 


Route 


Route  Length 

Headways 

Operating  Sp 

(one  way  in  miles) 

(inminutes) 

(mph 

w/o  lay 

4.2 

5 

8 

Eliminated  ** 

3.5 

8 

10 

4.5 

10 

10 

3.4 

7 

10 

4.0 

15 

10 

2.6 

7 

10 

Eliminated  ** 

Eliminated   ** 

3.3 

9 

12 

4.6 

30 

14 

4.6 

10 

11 

3.8 

12 

15 

4.0 

10 

11 

4.0 

5 

11 

3.0 

12 

10 

2.0 

7 

11 

2.3 

30 

12 

3.7 

20 

15 

2.7 

10 

12 

2.7 

20 

13 

:Hills7.G 

12 

12 

Eliminated** 

A 

2.2 

10 

11 

s          2.0 

30 

12 

7.5 

12 

10 

Eliminated  ** 

Eliminated  ** 

4.0 

5 

10 

*  8 
9 

*  10 

*  11 
13/68 
15/41 
16 
16A 

*  17 

*  18 
19/44 
21 

22 
23 
25 
26 

*  27 

*  28 
29 

*  30 
42 
43 
45 
46 
47 
48 

*49 
66 


Harvard-Dudley 

Columbia  Point-Dudley 

City  Point-Copley 

City  Point  -  Ruggles  Station 

City  Point-Kneeland  Street 

Savin  Hill-Copley 

Dudley-Centre  &  Elliot  Streets 

Andrew-Jackson 

U.  Mass.  -  Forest  Hills 

Fields  Corner- Andrew 

As  hmont- Andrew 

Fields  Corner-Dudley 

Ashmont  -  Forest  Hills 

Ashmont  -  Dudley  Station 

Ashmont  -  Jackson  Square 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Ashmont-Morton  Station 

Ashmont-Mattapan 

Matta  pa  n- Arborwa  y 

Mattapan-Franklin  Park  Zoo 

Mattapan-Roslindale  Square 

Jackson  Square-Franklin  ferk  via  ForestHill 

Egleston-Stuart  Street 

Dudley-Franklin  Park  Zoo 

Dudley-Health  &  S.     Huntington  Streets 

Central  Square-Columbia  Point 

Dudley-Boston  State  Hospital 

Northampton-Kneeland  Street 

Dudley-AUston 


*    No  alignment  modification  made  from  proposed  bus 
routes  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 

**  Eliminated  from  proposed  feeder  bus  network  for  Relocated  Orange  Line  (Base  Case  II) 
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WASHINGTON-  WARREN-  BLUE 
HILL,  RAPID  TRANSIT; 

RUGGLES-  DUDLEY- 
COLUMBIA  POINT, 
CROSSTOWNL.R.V^. 
ALIGNMENT; 

DUDLEY-  EGLESfoFP 

FRANKLIN  PARk^^* 

ZOO-UPHAMS 

CORNER- 

COLUMBlAi 

POINT,  L.R. 

CROSSTOW 

ALIGNMEIS^ 


FIGURE      E.11 


NOTES 

Alignment  and  Stations 

o  Alternative  1  alignment  and  station  locations  north  of  Dudley  and  south 

of  Franklin  Park  Zoo  coincide  with  BTPR  Southwest  Report  (Chapter  III-B). 
Horizontal  alignment  and  station  locations  south  of  Dudley  and  north  of 
Franklin  Park  Zoo  based  on  preliminary  work  developed  by  Study  Team. 

o  Alternative  2  alignment  and  station  locations  coincide  with  BTPR  Southwest 

Report  (Chapter  III-B) . 

o  Alternative  3  alignment  and  station  locations  north  of  Dudley  coincide  with 

BTPR  Southwest  Report  (Chapter  III-B).     Horizontal  alignment  and  station 
locations  south  of  Dudley  based  on  preliminary  work  developed  by  Study 
Team. 

o  Alternative  4  radial  alignment  a  ssumes  the  Alternative  2  alignment.     The 

crosstown  alignment  and  station  locations  are  based  on  preliminary  work 
developed  by  the  Study  Team . 

o  Alternative  5  LRV  alignment  and  stations  from  Essex  Station  to  Dudley 

coincide  with  BTPR  Southwest  Report  (Chapter  III-B) .     For  rapid  transit 
from  Ruggles  to  Mattapan,  the  alignment  and  station  locations  south  of 
Washington  Street,  Dorchester  and  Midland  Branch  primarily  based  on 
BTPR  Southwest  Report  (Chapter  III-B).     Alignment  and  station  locations 
between  Dudley  and  Washington  Street,  Dorchester  and  Midland  Branch 
based  on  preliminary  work  developed  by  Study  Team. 

o  Alternative  6  alignment  and  stations  are  identical  to  Alternative  2. 

o  Alternative  7  LRV  alignment  and  stations  north  of  Grove  Hall  coincide  with 

BTPR  Southwest  Report  (Chapter  III~B) .  Commuter  rail  stations  on  the 
Midland  Branch  are  based  on  "Design  Report  for  the  Reconstruction  of 
Dorchester  Branch",  Thomas  K.  Dyer,  Inc.,  February,  1977. 

o  Alternative  8  alignment  and  stations  based  on  BTPR  Southwest  Report 

(Chapter  III-B) . 

o  Alternative  9  alignment  and  stations  for  both  LRV  and  bus  components 

are  suggested  by  the  Program  for  Mass  Transportation  Report  (PMT), 
Chapters,  Southwest    Corridor   . 

o  Alternative  11  LRV  crosstown  alignment  on  Washington  Street,  Seaver 

Street,  and  Columbia  Road    suggested  by  the  Roxbury  Caucus  of  the    > 
Southwest  Corridor  Coalition.     The  Essex  Station  to  Mattapan  rapid 
transit  alignment  and  Haggles  Stcitiou  to  Coluiubia  Point  crosstown  LRV 
alignment  coincides  with  alignments  for  other  alternatives. 
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Train  Configurations 

o  Alternatives  utilizing  LRV  technology  assume  the  Boeing  SLRV  operating 

in  train  configurations  similar  to  planned  MBTA  LRV  operations  on  other 
Green  Line  branches. 

o  Alternatives  utilizing  rapid  transit  technology  assume  the  Hawker-Siddeley 

(#12)  vehicle  (to  be  acquired  in  1979)  for  the  Orange  Line  operating  under 
existing  Orange  Line  train  configurations. 

Average  Operating  Speeds 

oi         Light  rail  technology  operating  speeds  are  based  on  "Light  Rail  Transit: 
State  of  the  Art  Review",  DeLeuw,  Gather  and  Gompany,  1976;   and 
"Surface  Gar  Line  Operations  Study:   Beacon  Street  Surface  Line",  Bruce 
Gampbell  and  Associates ,  1969  (see  Alternative  2  memorandum).     Signal 
priority  assumes  that  traffic  intersections  will  include  traffic  control  equip- 
ment allowing  reduced  wait  times.     The  Peak  Factor  (.94)  assumes  a  lower 
average  speed  during  peak  periods  due  to  increased  automobile  traffic 
(Gampbell  and  Associates  study  data). 

o  Rapid  transit  alternatives  assum.e  station  spacings  similar  to  station  dis- 

tances for  the  Relocated  Orange  Line. 

o  Gommuter  rail  operating  speeds  are  based  on  commuter  rail  station 

spacing/operating  speed  projections  developed  by  Paul  Frazier,  MBTA, 
using  diesel  locomotive  average  operating  characteristics  for  peak  periods . 

Peak  Period  Headways 

o  Light  rail  and  commuter  rail  alternatives  were  assigned  peak  period  head- 

ways based  on  Study  Team  judgment  of  suitable  "real  time"  levels  of 
service  given  existing  MBTA  operating  characteristics. 

o  Rapid  transit  alternatives  were  assigned  peak  period  headways  similar 

to  planned  headways  for  the  Relocated  Orange  Line. 

Bus  Feeder  Operating  Gharacteristics 

Bus  feeder  networks  were  developed  for  each  alternative  based  on  bus 
routes  presently  serving  the  Study  Area.    A  number  of  existing  feeder  bus 
alignments  were  modified  due  to  the  alignment  and  service  characteristics 
of  the  alternative.    Feeder  bus  headways  and  operating  speeds  primarily 
assumed  the  existing  characteristics  of  study  area  bus  services  (except 
Bus  Alternatives  6  and  10) . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  provide  a  preliminary  analysis 
of  busway  operational  considerations  in  the  R/TIS  area.    Specifically  for 
Phase  I,  the  analysis  is  required  to  develop  more  precise  data  concerning 
busway  speed  and  capacity  characteristics  to  use  in  forecasting  ridership 
levels  for  a  busway  alternative  (Specific  Alternative  6).     in  addition,  the 
analysis  identified  several  design  and  operational  issues  requiring  detailed 
engineering  during  Phase  II.    Traffic  analysis  above  and  beyond  the  level  of 
other  alternatives  in  Phase  I,  was  performed  on  Alternative  6  because  operation 
data  on  urban  busway  systems  are  very  limited.    Boston  contains  no  examples 
of  a  median  busway  and  few  other  examples  exist  within  the  U.S.A.  (see  Table  4.4) 
It  was  important  to  get  a  preliminary  idea  of  travel  speed  and  capacity  so  that 
ridership  estimates  could  be  made  in  Phase  I.    Considerably  more  detailed 
traffic  operations  analysis  for  this  and  all  other  alternatives  using  surface 
streets  will  be  required  in  Phase  II. 

BUS  TRAVEL  IN  AUTO  RESTRICTED  ZONE  (ARZ) 

The  proposed  Boston  Auto  Restricted  Zone  will  include  a  series  of 
bus  streets,  from  which  most  vehicular  traffic  would  be  excluded.    Figure  F.l 
depicts  the  ARZ,  which  would  serve,  in  part,  as  the  terminus  point  and  turn- 
around area  for  buses  entering  downtown  Boston  on  the  busway.     The  length 
of  the  bus  street  loop  within  the  ARZ  would  be  6,330  feet,  and  It  would  con- 
tain six  bus  stops.     A  bus  entering  the  ARZ  and  completing  the  entire  loop 
would  pass  through  thirteen  traffic  signals. 

To  determine  the  speed  of  a  typical  bus  traveling  through  the  ARZ 
during  the  peak  hour,  a  number  of  conservative  assumptions  were  made: 

a)  Maximum  bus  speed  in  the  ARZ  would  be  25  mph. 

b)  Buses  would  travel  slower  than  25  mph  around  comers,  and  when 
near  to  traffic  signals  and  bus  stops. 

c)  Buses  would  experience  delays  at  some  traffic  signals.  It  was 
assumed  that  each  bus  would  be  delayed  at  nine  of  the  thirteen 
signals  for  an  average  of  25  seconds  at  each  delay  stop. 

d)  It  was  assumed  that  each  bus  would  stop  at  each  of  the  six 
designated  bus  stops.    Three  of  the  bus  stops  would  require 
relatively  short  dwell  times  of  approximately  15  seconds. 
Similar  dwell  times  were  observed  in  a  1972  study  along  Massa- 
chusetts Avenue  between  Albany  Street  and  Boylston  Street.    At 
other  bus  stops,  such  as  in  front  of  Jordan  Marsh  and  Woolworths, 
dwell  times  of  one  minute  or  more  during  the  evening  peak  hour 
may  be  expected.    The  average  dwell  time  per  bus  stop  was 
assumed  to  be  40  seconds. 
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FIGURE    F.I 
BUS    LOOP    IN  ^UTO    RESTRICTED    ZONE 


e)  The  number  of  buses  entering  the  ARZ  at  Knee  land  Street  during 
the  peak  hour  was  estimated  to  be  87,  based  on  Alternative  6 
operating  characteristics.    The  bus  queue  delay  (queued  buses 
prevented  from  moving  freely)  was  estimated  to  be  seven 
seconds  per  bus  at  each  of  the  six  bus  stops. 

f)  Pedestrian  observance  of  traffic  signals  and  pedestrian  jaywalk- 
ing habits  in  Boston  would  have  a  negative  effect  on  bus  travel 
in  the  ARZ.    To  quantify  this  type  of  delay,  each  bus  was 
assumed  to  be  delayed  at  each  traffic  signal  an  additional 
seven  seconds. 

The  above  conservative  assumptions  provided  an  average  peak  hour 
bus  travel  speed  in  the  ARZ  of  slightly  less  than  5  mph.    Although  it  was 
recognized  that  traffic  engineering  improvements  and  bus  operation  procedures 
could  increase  this  speed  substantially,  5  mph  was  used  in  order  to  be  con- 
servative in  estimating  bus  riders  for  alternative  6. 

For  a  peak  hour  bus  flow  of  87  buses  and  a  dwell  time  of  60  seconds 
(bus  stop  at  Jordan  Marsh) ,  a  total  of  four  berths  are  required,  which  trans- 
lates into  180  feet  of  required  curb  space.  All  bus  stops  have  adequate  curb 
space  for  bus  berths. 

BUSWAY  NORTH  OF  GROVE  HALL 
Location  of  Busway 

The  busway  would  run  along  Washington  Street  south  to  Warren 
Street,  then  southerly  along  Warren  Street  to  King  Boulevard.    From  King 
Boulevard  the  busway  would  continue  southerly  to  Grove  Hall,  via  either 
Warren  Street  or  along  a  one-way  street  to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  then  southerly 
along  Blue  Hill  Avenue  to  Grove  Hall  (see  Figure  E,6). 

Preliminary  Busway  Design 

Figure  F.2  depicts  a  Washington/Warren  Street  busway  design  con- 
sisting of  two  moving  bus  lanes,  two  traffic  lanes  and  one  parking  lane. 
Platforms  and/or  divisional  islands  provide  separation  between  bus  lanes  in 
the  median  and  traffic  lanes.    At  signalized  intersections  separate  traffic 
left-turn  lanes  are  provided  as  well  as  bus  puU-offs  at  far-side  bus  stops. 
The  platform  width  at  the  bus  stop  is  six  feet  and  the  divisional  island  is 
four  feet  wide . 

Parking  at  the  curb  may  be  allowed,  except  at  intersections.    Median 
breaks  are  to  be  provided  at  all  signalized  intersections.    Parking  may  be 
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permitted  on  both  sides  of  each  travel  .lane  where  adequate  right-of-way  exists, 
as  shown  in  Figure  F.2.     The  curb-to-curb  width  of  the  preliminary  busway 
design  In  94  feet,  suggesting  a  minimum  right-of-way  of  110  feet.    This  is  the 
right-of-way  dimension  of  Washington  Street  between  Berkeley  and  Eustis 
Streets . 


Busway  Operation 

Traffic  signals  along  the  busway  would  operate  in  a  fully-actuated 
mode  consisting  of  three  primary  phases:    Phase  A  -  Washington  Street  (or 
Warren  Street)  green;  Phase  B  -  Washington  Street  left  turn  phase;  Phase  C  - 
cross-street  green.    Buses  and  Washington  Street  traffic  would  move  con- 
currently but  no  interference  from  left  turns  is  anticipated,  because  Washington 
Street  left  turns  would  be  restricted  to  Phase  B.    Pedestrians  would  cross 
Washington  Street  concurrently  with  cross-street  traffic,  i.e. ,  during 
Phase  C. 

All  traffic  signals  between  King  Boulevard  and  Kneeland  Street  would 
be  interconnected  and  a  background  cycle  would  be  provided  by  a  busway 
master  controller.    The  length  of  the  background  cycle  is  assumed  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  intersection  of  Washington  Street/Massachusetts  Avenue,  which 
is  a  part  of  the  Mass.  Avenue  computerized  traffic  control  system.    The  Mass. 
Avenue  computer  would  have  to  be  modified  to  include  an  additional  address 
that  reports  the  condition  (i.e.,  cycle  length,  split  and  offset)  of  the 
Washington  Street/Mass.  Avenue  intersection  to  a  coordinating  unit.    This 
unit  would  relay  the  information  to  the  busway  master  control  which  in  turn, 
establishes  the  background  cycle  and  offsets  for  busway  intersections. 

Cycle  Length 

During  off-peak  hours,  the  busway  would  operate  on  a  60  or  70- 
second  cycle  .    Most  of  the  traffic  signals  along  Washington  Street  are 
presently  operating  at  this  cycle  length.    During  peak  hours,  the  busway 
cycle  will  be  determined  based  on  needs  of  the  busway  and  the  Mass  . 
Avenue  computerized  traffic  control  system.    Excessively  long  cycle  lengths 
along  the  busway  would  not  be  as  efficient  as  shorter  cycle  length  because 
I)    cross  street  volumes  are  relatively' low,  and  2)  bus  preemption  possibilities 
are  somewhat  more  restricted. 

Coordination  of  Cross-Street  Traffic 

Most  of  the  traffic  signals  along  the  proposed  busway  are  interconnected 
and  coordinated  with  various  other  adjacent  signals.    The  busway  interconnec- 
tion logic  would  only  coordinate  traffic  movements  along  Washington  or  Warren 
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Streets,  while  all  cross-street  coordination  (except  Massachusetts  Avenue) 
would  cease.    The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  cycle  length  of  existing  signals 
is  predetermined  by  time  of  day  or  day  of  week,  while  the  busway  cycle 
lengths  would  be  based  on  traffic  conditions  along  Massachusetts  Avenue. 
The  result  of  giving  preferential  treatment  to  the  busway  is  that  delays  and 
the  number  of  stops  on  cross -streets  would  increase. 

When  looking  at  the  movement  of  people  rather  than  the  movement  of 
vehicles,  the  concept  of  giving  a  higher  priority  to  busway  coordination 
rather  than  cross-street  movement  coordination  appears  valid.    The  busway 
is  expected  to  carry  an  average  of  75  buses  per  hour  in  the  peak  direction, 
based  on  Alternative  6  operating  characteristics.    Assuming  a  ridership  of 
50  persons  per  bus,  this  translates  to  a  movement  of  3,750  people  per  hour 
on  the  busway.    Cross-street  traffic  volumes  between  Kneeland  Street  and 
King  Boulevard  run  less  than  1,200  vehicles  per  hour  (Massachusetts  Avenue 
excluded).    Using  an  average  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.5  persons  per  vehicle, 
this  translates  into  a  movement  of  1,800  persons  per  hour  on  the  cross-street. 
In  the  case  of  Massachusetts  Avenue,  the  street  traffic  is  in  excess  of  2,000 
vehicles  per  hour,  or  over  3,000  people  per  hour.    Because  the  movement  of 
people  on  the  busway  and  Massachusetts  Avenue  would  be  approximately 
the  same,  traffic   signallization  along  Massachusetts  Avenue  and  the  bus- 
way  might  get  equal  consideration.     (However,  a  policy  to  encourage 
transit  usage  could  provide  for  busway  preference  at  this  intersection.) 

Interconnection  Logic 

All  traffic  signals  along  the  busway    north  of  King  Boulevard  would 
be  interconnected  to  provide  for  progressive  movement  in  the  desired  direction 
of  bus  travel.    In  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  signal  timing  would  favor  outbound 
movement.    In  the  AM  peak  hour,    inbound  bus  movement  would  be  favored, 
and  during  the  off-peak  periods,  balanced  progressive  flow  would  be  sought. 

Bus  Preemption 

Bus  detection  would  be  accomplished  by  the  installation  of  under- 
pavement  detectors.    Vehicle  detectors  would  also  be  installed  on  all 
approaches  of  each  signalized  intersection  as  part  of  the  fully-actuated  mode 
of  operation.    All  phases  would  be  serviced  during  each  cycle  if  there  is 
demand,  but  the  amount  of  time  allocated  to  each  phase  would  depend  on 
busway  needs.    Under  the  worst  condition,  the  level  of  service  for  a  sig- 
nalized intersection  is  expected  to  be  D  or  above.    Pedestrian  push-button 
actuation  would  guarantee  a  safe  pedestrian  crossing  of  the  busway.    The 
absence  of  left-turns  on  Washington  (or  Warren)  Street  would  result  in 
skipping  of  Phase  B,  and  the  allocation  of  its  green  time  to  the  other  two 
phases . 


F.6 


metiliiftfton  s/. 


LCSl  ^3  1  gCS   1    eoJl  ^J  1    ^^1  ^J  1   ^U  1  ^SJ 


^ 


I    r^^l       1^1    nn5|     'fng 


\ 


5» 


y 


•-^^ 


^  iffnt/ 


l^E)  i^:s   iE03  is3]T 


^^3j~^g 


IOl)  1  CO^l  ro^  I  r^li^i" 


TYnCAL   IMTEI^SECTIOM 
FOl^  WASHIkJGTOM  SI 
BU5WAV 


«f+. 


1 


nGURB    F.Z 


As  part  of  the  bus  preemption  logic,  advance  bus  detectors  would  be 
located  400-800  feet  ahead  of  the  traffic  signal.    Since  most  bus  stops 
would  be  located  on  the  far  side  of  each  intersection,  bus  arrival  times  may 
be  predicted.    If  the  predicted  arrival  is  to  be  during  normal  artery  green, 
the  bus  signal  is,  in  effect,  disregarded.    If  the  arrival  is  anticipated  just 
prior  to  normal  busway  green,  the  signal  may  be  advanced  to  permit  a  bus  to 
pass  through  the  signalized  intersection  without  stopping.    If  the  bus  arrival 
would  occur  shortly  after  the  end  of  normal  artery  green,  the  busway  green 
phase  may  be  extended  by  a  predetermined  amount  of  seconds.    Finally,  a 
bus  approaching  an  intersection  during  the  middle  of  a  minimum  guaranteed 
side  street  green  period  would  have  to  stop  and  wait  at  the  intersection  for  the 
next  green  phase.    In  summary,  bus  preemption  is  not  designed  to  give  total, 
or  absolute,  bus  priority,  but  preemption  within  specified  or  predetermined 
limits. 

Capacity  at  Critical  Intersection 

A  capacity  analysis  was  performed  on  the  intersection  of  Massachu- 
setts Avenue /Washing  ton  Street  to  determine  the  busway's  effect  on  traffic 
operations  at  that  location.     This  is  the  busiest  intersection  in  the  busway 
section  located  north  of  King  Boulevard,  and  if  the  busway  concept  could 
be  made  operable  here,  it  could  also  be  made  to  work  at  all  other  locations. 

Using  1973  traffic  volumes,  the  intersection  operated  at  Level  of  Ser- 
vice B  during  the  PM  peak  hour  which  is  good  for  urban  streets.     Although 
traffic  volumes  on  Massachusetts  Avenue  have  increased  by  nearly  20% 
since  1973,  traffic  projections  show  that  the  new  Crosstown  Street  will 
divert  a  considerable  amount  of  traffic  from  Massachusetts  Avenue.     The 
end  result  may  be  that  when  this  major  new  crosstown  street  is  opened, 
the  traffic  volumes  on  Massachusetts  Avenue  would  probably  return  to 
1973  levels  or  lower. 

The  busway  design  was  superimposed  over  the  intersection  and 
another  capacity  analysis  was  performed,  using  1973  traffic  figures.     The 
intersection  of  Massachusetts  Avenue AVashington  Street,  containing  a  med- 
ian busway,  was  calculated  to  be  operating  at  Level  of  Service  C,  which 
is  also  satisfactory. 

Exclusive  Pedestrian  Phasing 

If  Washington  Street  were  widened  to  94  feet  (curb-to-curb),  as 
shown  in  Figure  F.  2,  it  would  take  an  average  pedestrian  23  seconds  to 
cross  it.    If  an  exclusive  pedestrian  phase  were  to  be  provided  at  some 
busway  intersections,  the  amount  of  time  necessary  for  this  phase  would  be 
30  seconds.    It  is  anticipated  that  pedestrian  signal  actuation  as  a  result  of 
the  busway  would  increase,    and  an  exclusive  pedestrian  phase  would  probably 
be  called  every  cycle.    The  busway  concept,  as  shown  in  Figure  F.  2,  could 
not  work  if  a  fourth  phase  -  an  exclusive  pedestrian  phase  -  were  to  be  added 
to  intersection  control  strategy. 
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The  busway  concept  requires  pedestrians  to  cross  concurrently  with 
cross-street  traffic,  i.e.,  during  Phase  C.    To  assist  pedestrians  in  getting 
to  and  from  bus  platforms,  mid-block  pedestrian  signals  could  be  provided 
near  bus  shelters  as  shown  in  Figure  F.2. 

Fare  Collection  Methods 

The  type  of  fare  collection  method  used  on  the  busway  would  have 
an  affect  on  dwell  times  at  bus  stops     and,  consequently,  on  bus  travel 
times.    For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  the  worst  condition  was  assumed: 
for  inbound  movements,  a  pay  when  boarding  collection  method  was  assumed 
and  for  outbound  flow,  a  pay  when  exiting  method  was  selected.    In  the  ARZ, 
the  worst  condition  was  also  assumed,  i.e.,  the  pay  when  boarding  collection 
method . 

Bus  Stop  Dwell  Times 

Fare  collection  when  boarding  through  a  single  door  was  taken  to  be 
3  seconds  dwell  time  per  passenger.    Disembarking  dwell  times  for  a  pay 
when  boarding  method  and  boarding  times  for  a  pay  when  exiting  method  were 
taken  to  be  2  seconds  dwell  time  per  passenger.    A  clearance  time  of  5  seconds 
per  bus  stop  was  assumed  for  each  time  a  bus  stopped. 

Speed  of  Buses 

The  speed  of  a  bus  in  a  busway  depends  on  the  number  of  stops, 
maximum  bus  operating  speeds,  the  dwell  time  at  each  stop,  and  traffic  and 
pedestrian  conflicts  at  intersections. 

Bus  Operating  Speed  Between  Stops 

It  was  assumed  that  the  maximum  bus  speed  attained  on  the  busway 
would  be  35  MPH.    The  average  running  time  between  bus  stops  would  follow 
the  formula  t  =  40  sec.  +  D-1200  sec. ,  where  D  =  distance  between  stops, 
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Dwell  Times  at  Bus  Stops 

The  number  of  buses  traveling  the  busway  would  be  variable.    There 
are  an  estimated  77  peak  hour  buses  entering  the  Auto  Restricted  Zone  on  the 
busway,  87  buses  would  travel  between  Dudley  Station  and  South  Cove,  79 
buses  between  Dudley  Station  and  King  Boulevard  and  62  buses  between  King 
Boulevard  and  Grove  Hall  (Alternative  6  operating  assumptions). 

Daily  inbound  boardings  along  segments  of  the  busway  were  derived 
byCTPS.     Assuming  that  20%  of  the  inbound  trips  would  occur  during  the 
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morning  peak  hour,  and  dividing  this  amount  by  the  number  of  station  stops, 
the  average  number  of  inbound  passengers  per  stop  was  determined.     Di- 
viding inbound  passengers  per  stop  by  the  number  of  peak  hour  buses 
yielded  passenger  boardings  per  bus  per  stop. 

The  number  of  riders  disembarking  at  each  station  along  the  busway 
during  the  morning  (inbound)  peak  hour  was  also  determined.     Using  dwell 
times  of  three  seconds  per  boarding  passenger  and  two  seconds  for  each 
person  getting  off  a  bus,  plus  a  five-second  clearance  for  each  bus  stop, 
total  inbound  dwell  times  for  each  segment  of  busway  were  obtained. 
Between  the  ARZ  and  Dudley  Station,  the  average  dwell  time  is  approx- 
imately 14  seconds  per  stop;   between  Dudley  Station  and  Grove  Hall, 
the  average  dwell  time  is  approximately  24  seconds. 

Intersection  Conflicts 

The  busway  would  be  protected  from  midblock  vehicular  interferences 
by  divisional  islands  and  platforms.    At  signalized  intersections,  left  turns 
would  be  separated  in  time  by  an  exclusive  phase.    At  non-signalized  inter- 
sections busway  priority  could  be  emphasized  by  regulatory  signs,  such  as 
standard  YIELD  signs.    Further  restrictive  steps  could  be  taken,  such  as  the 
signalization  of  all  streets  crossing  the  busway  and/or  prohibiting  left  turns 
from  Washington  Street  or  Warren  Street  across  the  busway  at  non-signalized 
intersections . 

All  traffic  signals  along  the  busway  north  of  Dudley  Station  would  be 
timed  for  approximately  a  15  mph  progressive  speed.    In  the  morning  peak, 
the  progression  would  favor  inbound  bus  traffic,  while  in  the  evening  peak, 
outbound  progression  would  be  maintained.    An  outbound  bus  entering  the 
busway  at  Kneeland  Street  could  maintain  an  average  speed  of  15  mph  all 
the  way  to  King  Boulevard,  assuming  that  each  bus  stops  at  each  designated 
bus  stop  for  an  average  dwell  time  of  14  seconds.    South  of  Dudley  Station, 
the  average  dwell  times  would  be  24  seconds  per  stop,  but  the  additional 
times  would  not  reduce  the  overall  trip  speed  to  Grove  Hall  below  15  mph, 
since  there  are  fewer  bus  stops  south  of  Dudley  Station. 

Bus  preemption  would  be  available  at  all  traffic  signals,  except  at 
Massachusetts  Avenue.    Bus  preemption  and  bus  pull-offs  would  permit  bus 
passing  maneuvers.    The  average  speed  for  a  bus  would  increase  by  approxi- 
mately 1.5  mph  if  a  bus  skips  one  of  the  10  stops. 

A  bus  skipping  three  stops  would  pass  one  bus  on  the  average  and 
could  achieve  an  average  speed  of  20  mph  between  the  ARZ  and  Grove  Hall. 
An  express  bus  with  the  capability  of  passing  local  buses  could  achieve  a 
maximum  overall  speed  of  approximately  25  mph  while  traveling    non-stop 
between  the  ARZ  and  Grove  Hall. 
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Arterial  traffic  signal  systems  designed  to  move  vehicles  are  not  set 
for  a  low  progressive  speed  of  15  mph,  but  are  generally  set  for  speeds  of 
20  to  35  mph.    The  lower  speed  of  15  mph  would  have  an  effect  of  discouraging 
vehicular  through  travel  on  Washington  and  Warren  Streets.    Because  present 
Washington  Street  and  Warren  Street  traffic  volumes  are  15,000  vehicles  per 
day  or  less,  the  restrictions  imposed  by  low  15  mph  progressive  speed  may 
probably  be  acceptable,  if  overall  benefits  to  vehicles  and  buses  are  considered, 

Inbound  bus  speeds  in  the  afternoon  peak  and  outbound  bus  speeds  in 
the  morning  peak  hour  would  generally  be  below  15  mph  —  approximately 
13  mph.    Even  express  bus  speeds  in  the  "off-peak"  direction  would  be  no 
higher  than  22  mph,  and  sometimes  as  low  as  15  mph. 

The  section  of  the  busway  between  King  Boulevard  and  Grove  Hall 
may  take  one  of  two  alignments:   The  first  route  would  continue  the  busway 
on  Warren  Street.     However,  right-of-way  constraints  along  Warren  Street 
would  require  either  no  on-street  parking  or  eliminating  the  busway  in  this 
section.     The  second  route  would  take  the  busway  along  two  parallel  one- 
way streets  to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  then  southerly  along  a  median  reserva- 
tion in  Blue  Hill  Avenue  (where  property  takings  would  be  required).     Be- 
cause of  the  uncertainty  of  the  alignment,  analysis  of  signal  priority  for 
this  segment  is  deferred  to  Phase  II.     However,  it  is  assumed  that  the 
overall  speed  north  of  Grove  Hall  would  remain  at  15  mph  in  the  predom- 
inant direction. 

BUSWAY  SOUTH  OF  GROVE  HALL 

The  busway  in  this  section  would  be  located  in  a  median  along 
Blue  Hill  Avenue,  between  Grove  Hall  and  Mattapan. 

Busway  Design  Considerations 

Blue  Hill  Avenue  Traffic  Volume 

The  average  daily  traffic  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  is  28,000.     This  is 
twice  the  amount  of  traffic  on  Washington  Street  or  Warren  Street. 

Preliminary  Busway  Design 

Because  of  the  higher  traffic  volumes  that  have  to  be  maintained  on 
Blue  Hill  Avenue,  the  busway  should  allow  for  two  moving  traffic  lanes, 
plus  a  parking  lane  in  each  direction.     This  means  that  the  design  in 
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Figure  F.2  would  have  to  be  modified  to  include  one  additional  traffic  lane  in 
each  direction.    The  curb-to-curb  width  of  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  busway  would 
have  to  be  118  feet,  suggesting  a  minimum  right-of-way  of  135  feet.    The 
existing  right-of-way  is  120  feet  from  Grove  Hall  to  Talbot  Avenue  and  132  feet 
south  of  Talbot  Avenue  to  Mattapan. 

Number  of  Buses  and  Ridership 

The  number  of  buses  traversing  this  portion  of  the  busway  would  be 
considerably  less  than  north  of  Grove  Hall  (Alternative  6  operating  assump- 
tion), and  the  number  of  people  riding  the  buses  would  also  be  considerably 
below  the  projected  average  of  50  passengers /bus  in  the  northern  segment. 
South  of  Morton  Street  the  number  of  people  on  the  busway  would  be  well 
under  1,000  per  peak  hour.    Between  Morton  Street  and  Grove  Hall  ridership 
would  be  less  than  1,500  per  peak  hour  in  the  inbound  direction.    In  contrast, 
the  two-way  movement  of  people    (total  traffic)  per  peak  hour  using  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  is  presently  in  excess  of  3,300. 

Bus  Stops  and  Speed 

The  spacing  between  bus  stops  on  this  section  of  the  busway  is  some- 
what greater  than  station  spacing  in  the  northern  segment.    Buses,  therefore, 
may  achieve  a  higher  average  speed  between  stops .    If  the  maximum  bus  speed 
is  increased  to  40  mph  for  station  spacings  in  eKcess  of  2000  feet,  additional 
time  savings  can  be  accrued. 

Bus  Dwell  Times 


Bus  dwell  times  south  of  Grove  Hall  would  generally  exceed  30  seconds 
per  stop,  based  on  Alternative  6  operating  characteristics.    The  greater  the 
average  bus  dwell  time,  the  greater  is  the  deviation  in  dwell  times  at  bus 
stops.    In  other  words,  if  the  average  dwell  time  is  30  seconds  per  bus,  con- 
secutive buses  may  experience  dwell  times  between  15  and  45  seconds.    When 
dwell  times  vary  over  a  wide  range,  bus  arrival  times  at  downstream  traffic 
signals  cannot  be  as  readily  predicted. 

Bus  Preemption  at  Traffic  Signals 

Bus  preemption  at  intersections  south  of  Grove  Hall  would  be  provided 
wherever  possible.    The  Blue  Hill-Morton  Street  intersection  handles  very  high 
traffic  volumes  and  it  may  be  difficult  to  provide  preemption  at  this  point. 

Speed  of  Buses ' 

It  is  expected  that  the  Blue  Hill  Avenue  busway  segment  would  contain 
all  elements  of  the  busway  design  depicted  in  Figure  F.2,  plus  one  additional 
traffic  lane  in  each  direction.    Traffic  signals  would  be  interconnected,  and 
set  for  progressive  speeds  of  30-35  mph.    Bus  preemption  would  be  provided  at 
most  traffic  signals  and  far-side  bus  stops  would  be  maintained.    Bus  speeds 
along  the  busway,  south  of  Grove  Hall,  would  be  approximately  15  mph. 

F.13 


APPENDIX  G:  BIBLIOGRAPHY 


1.  Applied  Resource  Integration,  Ltd.      Estimates  of  the  Transportation 
Handicapped  ^  Elderly  in  the  MBTA  Region  for  1977    ..    Massachusetts 
Bay  Transportation  Authority,  July  1976. 

2.  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA) .       District  Profiles  and  Proposed 
1977-1979  Neighborhood  Improvement    .  Fall  1976. 

3.  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review  (BTPR) .       Southwest  Report   . 
Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction,  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Works,  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Auth- 
ority, September  1972. 

4.  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review  (BTPR) ,       Southwest  -  Special 
Mnhility  Study    .     Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction, 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works,  Massachusetts  Bay  Trans- 
portation Authority,  April  1973. 

5.  Campbell,  Bruce  and  Associates .       Surface  Car  Line  Operations  Study  - 
Beacon  Street  -  Green  Line  -  Brookline  and  Boston    .    Massachusetts 
Bay  Transportation  Authority,  May  1969. 

6.  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  (CTPS) ,       Transportation  Systems 
Management  Element  of  the  Transportation  Plan  &  Program  for  the  Boston 
Region    .     Metropolitan  Planning  Organization,  March  1977. 

7.  DeLeuw,  Cather  &  Company.       Qpntral  Area  Systems  Study  -  Volume  II    , 
June  1971. 

8.  DeLeuw,  Cather  &  Company.       Characteristics  of  Urban  Transportation 
Systpms  -  A  Handbook  for  Transportation  Planners    .     Urban  Mass  Trans- 
portation Administration ,  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  May  1975. 

9.  DeLeuw,  Cather  &  Company.       Light  Rail  Transit:   State  of  the  Art  Re- 
view  .     Office  of  Policy  and  Program  Development,  Urban  Mass  Trans- 
portation Administration,  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Spring 
a976. 

10.  Dyer,  Thomas  K. ,  Incorporated.       Plan  for  Acquisition  and  Use  of 
Railrnad  Rights-r>f-Wriy   .     Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Auth- 
ority, December  1972. 


G.l 


11.  Dyer,  Thomas  K.,  Incorporated.       Preliminary  Design  Report  for  the 
Reconstruction  of  Dorchester  Branch    .     Massachusetts  Bay  Transporta- 
tion Authority,   February  1977. 

12.  Dyer,  Thomas  K.,  Incorporated.       Rail  Transit  System  Cost  Study   . 
Office  of  Research  and  Development,  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Admin- 
istration, U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation,  January  1976. 

13.  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  &  Construction  (EOTC) .       Staff 
Reports  1-7    .    Joint  Regional  Transportation  Committee  and 

Transit  Development  Committee  of  the  Advisory  Board  to  the  Massachu- 
setts Bay  Transportation  Authority,  Spring  1976. 

14.  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  &  Construction  (EOTC).       Technical 
Supplement  to  the  PMT  -  Volume  III  -  Chapter  5  -  The  Southwest  Corridor 
Transit  Development  Committee  of  the  Advisory  Board  to  the  Massachu- 
setts Bay  Transportation  Authority,  April  1977. 

15.  Executive  Office  of  Transportation  &  Construction  (EOTC).       1977 
Revised  Program  for  Mass  Transportation  (PMT)    .     Transit  Develop- 
ment Committee  of  the  Advisory  Board  to  the  Massachusetts  Bay 
Transportation  Authority,  April  1977. 

16.  Highway  RebGarch  Board.     Bus  Use  of  Highways  -  State  of  the  Art   , 
Report  No.   143.  National  Research  Council,   1973. 

17.  INTERPLAN  Corporation.       Transportation  System  Management  -  State 
of  the  Art    .     Office  of  Policy  and  Program  Development,  Urban  Mass 
Transportation  Administration,  U.  S.  Department  of  Transportation, 
September  1976. 

18.  Maguire,  C.  E.,  Incorporated  and  Childs,  Bertman,  Tseckares, 
Associates,  Incorporated.       Tremont  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue 
Reconstruction  -  A  Preliminary  Design  Report    .     Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority,  July  1975. 

19.  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority.       Central  Area  Systems 
Study  -  Volume  I   ,  June  1971. 

20.  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority.       Final  Application  for  a 
Mass  Transportation  Capital  Improvement  Grant  for  a  Midland  Recon- 
struction and  Acquisition  Project    .     Urban  Mass  Transportation  Admin- 
istration, September  1975. 

21.  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority,  Massachusetts  Department 
of  Public  Works  and  Frederic  R.  Harris,  Inc.       Southwest  Corridor  - 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis    ,  May  1976. 

22.  NATO  Committee  on  the  Challenges  of  Modem  Society.       Bus  Priority 
Systems    .     CCMS  Report  No.  45  .     United  Kingdom:  Transport  and 
Road  Research  Laboratory,     Department  of  the  Environment. 


G.2 


Hi 


23.  Office  of  the  Mayor  -  City  of  Boston.       The  Ronton  Plan    .     August 
1977. 

24.  Parsons,  Brinckerhoff,  Quade  &  Douglas,  Incorporated.       Central 
Area  Systems  Study  -  Tremont  Street  Subway  Extension  -  Engineering 
Design  Study   .     Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority,  June 

mm'. 

25.  Southwest  Corridor  Land  Development  Coalition,  Incorporated.       In- 
stitutional and  Commercial  Development  in  Boston's  Southwest  Corridor 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Community  Affairs,  July  1977. 

26.  Transportation  Research  Board.       Ru.s  Tlsft  nf  Highwfly.s  -  Planning 
and  Design  Guidewavs    .    Report  No.   155.   National  Research  Council, 

1975. 

27.  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Wharton  School,  Regional  Science  De- 
partment.      Impact  of  Rapid  Transit  on  Suburban  Residential  Property 
Values  and  Land  Development    .     Office  of  the  Secretary,  U.  S.  De- 
partment of  Transportation,  November  1972. 

28.  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  and  Federal  Highway  Ad- 
ministration .  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Orange  Line 
Relocation  and  Arterial  Street  Construction    ,  February  1977. 

29.  VoUmer  Associates.       Minuteman  Area  Transit  Study  (MATS)  - 
Phase  I  Report    .    Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority, 
February  1977. 

30.  Yoneoka,  Brad.       Commercial  Development  at  a  New  Dudley  MBTA 
Transit  Station  in  Roxbury  -  A  Pre-Eeasibility  Analysis    ,  September 
1977. 


G.3 


APPENDIX  H:   GLOSSARY 


ALIGNMENT 

The  horizontal  location  of  the  transit  system. 

ARTERIAL  STREET 

A  major  street  characterized  by  a  high  vehicular  carrying  capacity 
and  continuity  to  other  streets . 

ARTICULATED  BUS 

A  type  of  bus  whose  standard  length  is  increased  by  addition  of 
either  another  bus  or  section  of  a  bus  and  joined  to  allow 
operation  as  one  unit. 


ARZ 


Auto  Restricted  Zone.    An  ARZ  is  planned  for  the  Downtown  Boston 
shopping  district  and  will  include  a  series  of  bus  streets  from 
which  most  other  vehicular  traffic  would  be  excluded. 


AT -GRADE 


B&M 


BRA 


The  vertical  location  of  the  transit  system  at  or  near  the  existing 
land  surface . 


Boston  and  Maine  Railroad.    Operates  commuter  rail  service  under 
contract  to  the  MBTA. 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.    The  official  planning  agency  for 
the  City  of  Boston. 


BTPR 

Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review.     Created  in  1970  by  Governor 
Sargent,  the  BTPR  conducted  a  comprehensive  review  of  Boston's  trans- 
portation needs.     Recommended  dropping  plans  for  the  SouthwestEx- 
pressway  in  1972 . 
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BUDDLINER 


Self-contained  diesel-powered  coaches  used  by  the  MBTA  on  many  of 
its  commuter  rail  lines.    Also  called  RDC . 

BUS  LANE 

A  street  or  highway  lane  intended  primarily  for  buses,  either  all  day 
or  during  peak  hours,  but  which  other  traffic  may  use  under  certain 
circumstances;  for  instance,  in  making  a  right  turn.    If  traffic  is 
physically  discouraged  or  prevented  from  using  the  bus  lane — for 
example,  by  having  the  bus  lane  in  the  median  strip  of  freeway  — 
the  bus  lane  should  be  referred  to  as  an  EXCLUSIVE  LANE. 

BUS  WAY 

All  or  part  of  a  roadway  dedicated  exclusively  to  bus  operations. 

CAPACITY 

A  measure  of  the  ability  of  the  system,  route  or  street  to  accomodate 
traffic.    Two  levels  of  ability  are  generally  recognized  and  are  referred 
to  as  "practical"  and  "possible"  capacity.    Operating  conditions  under 
possible  capacity  conditions  are  worse  that  those  under  practical 
capacity  conditions . 

CAPITAL  COST 

The  cost  associated  with  initiating  a  complete  system  including 
right-of-way  acquisitions,  construction,  rolling  stock,  engineering 
and  architectural  services,  administration  and  legal  services. 


CBD 


CBT 


Central  Business  District.    That  center  or  core  of  a  region  where  the 
most  intensive  business  activity  is  concentrated. 


Childs,  Bertman,  Tseckares,  Casendino,  Inc.    Community  liaison 
consultants  to  the  r/TIS  . 
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CIRCUMFERENTIAL  TRANSIT 

Transit  line  which  is  nonradial  in  nature,  i.e. ,  not  directed  to  or  from 
the  Boston  Central  Business  District.    Connects  either  community  sub- 
centers  or  radial  linehaul  services.    Specific     proposals  to  examine 
a  circumferential  transit  system  in  Boston  and  Cambridge  have  been 
made . 


COMMUTER  RAIL 

Passenger  rail  service  which  generally  brings  users  from  outlying 
suburbs  into  the  central  city  at  South  Station,  Back  Bay  Station,  or 
North  Station  and  is  characterized  by  low  platforms,  on-board  collec- 
tion, etc. 


CONTRA-FLOW  BUS  LANES 

Bus  lanes  in  which  the  buses  operate  opposite  to  normal  traffic  flow 
and  are  separated  from  other  traffic. 


COORDINATING  COMMITTEE 

This  committee  is  made  up  of  agency  representatives,  consultants, 
and  members  of  the  community  who  meet  on  a  weekly  basis  to 
discuss  progress  of  the  R/TIS. 


COST  EFFECTIVENESS 

The  level  of  performance  achieved  by  a  system  for  a  given  expenditare 
or,  alternately,  the  cost  for  a  system  to  achieve  a  desired  level  of 
performance . 


CROSSTOWN  STREET 

This  proposed  street  —  from  the  Massachusetts  Avenue  exit  of  the 
Southeast  Expressway,  near  City  Hospital,  to  Ruggles  Street  and 
Columbus  Avenue  —  will  occupy  some  of  the  land  initially  clear-ed 
for  the  Inner  Belt.    It  is  currently  being  designed. 


H.3 


CRUSH  LOAD 


The  point  at  which  maximum  "possible"  capacity  is  reached.    Used  to 
describe  passenger  loads  inside  transit  vehicles. 


CTPS 


Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff.     The  inter-agency  staff  re- 
sponsible for  a  large  part  of  the  technical  and  community  liaison 
transportation  planning  work  in  the  Boston  region. 


CUT-AND-COVER 

A  construction  technique  whereby  a  tunnel  or  underground  station  is 
constructed  by  excavating  the  terrain  from  ground  level  to  build  th€ 
facility  box  and  then  filling  in  the  excavation  to  complete  the 
construction. 


DC 


Direct  current.     The  kind  of  electric  power  used  by  a  subway  car, 
streetcar,  or  trackless  trolley. 


DIAMOND  LANE 


DPW 


Specially  marked  exclusive  lanes  which  give  preferential  treatment  to 
transit  vehicles.     These  lanes  either  are  used  exclusively  by  buses  or 
are  shared  with  taxis  and  right-turning  vehicles  when  appearing  in  local 
traffic.     (On  expressways,  these  lanes  may  be  shared  with  car-pool 
users.)     They  can  operate  either  with  or  counter  to  automobile  traffic. 


Department  of  Public  Works,  usually  referring  to  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Works.  (See  MDPW.) 


DUAL-MODE  TRANSPORTATION 

System  wherein  vehicles  may  be  operated  in  both  of  two  modes: 
(a)  manually  controlled  and  self-propelled  on  ordinary  streets  and 
roadways,  and   (b)  automatically  controlled  or  externally  propelled 
(or  both)  or  powered  on  special  guideways . 


DWELL  TIME 

The  time  measured  from  the  instant  a  vehicle  stops  at  a  station  until 
the  instant  it  resumes  moving. 
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EIS 


Environmental  Impact  Statement.    A  detailed  document  or  "statement' 
on  the  environmental  impacts,  both  positive  and  negative, 
associated  with  a  proposed  transit  project. 


EL 


Elevated  transit  line/ usually  referring  herein  to  the  existing  Orange 
Line  elevated  transit  structure  on  Washington  Street. 


EMRPP 


EOTC 


Eastern  Massachusetts  Regional  Planning  Project,    A  study  that 
assessed  transportation  needs  for  the  Boston  region  in  the  1960's. 


Executive  Office  of  Transportation  and  Construction.    The  state  cabinet- 
level  agency  responsible  for  transportation. 


EXPRESS  SERVICE 

A  type  of  operation  by  bus  or  rail  providing  higher  speeds  with  fewer 
stops  than  generally  exist  on  other  portions  of  the  system  or  on  the 
same  route . 


FEEDER  SERVICE 

Transit  service  which  provides  access  to  and  from  a  service  providing 
line-haul  service. 


FHWA 


FY 


Federal  Highway  Administration,  part  of  the  U.S  .Department  of 
Transportation. 


Fiscal  year.    The  federal  fiscal  year  runs  from  October  1  to  September 
30,  the  state  fiscal  year  from  July  1  to  June  30,  and  the  MBTA  fiscal 
year  coincides  with  the  calendar  year.    Fiscal  year  number  refers  to 
calendar  year  in  which  fiscal  year  ends.    For  example,  federal  fiscal 
1977,  or  FY  77,  ends  on  September  30,   1977. 
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GRADE  SEPARATION 


A  crossing  of  two  transportation  services    at  different  vertical 
locations  resulting  in  unhindered  vehicle  flow. 


GRAVITY  MODEL 


A  mathematical  model  used  to  develop  estimates  of  trip  origins 
and  destinations.    Also  see  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION. 


GUIDEWAY  (FIXED) 


An  exclusive  right-of-way  for  transit  vehicles  separated  from  other 
traffic . 


HEADWAY 


The  time  interval  between  two  transit  vehicles  on  the  same  route, 
usually  measured  in  minutes. 


HUD 


HZ 


U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 


Hertz,  or  cycles  per  second.    Used  to  measure  the  frequency  (pitch) 
of  sound,  or  the  phasing  of  alternating  electric  current. 


INNER  BELT 


1-95 


A  formerly  proposed, but  now  cancelled  eight-lane  highway,  which 
would  have  circled  the  City's  core  through  Roxbury,  the  Fenway, 
Brookline,  Cambridge,  Somerville  and  Charlestown. 


Interstate  Highway  95  running  from  Maine  to  Florida.    One  section  of 
this  route  was  planned  to  go  through  Boston  until  plans  were  scrapped 
in  1972.    The  Orange  Line  relocation  in  the  Southwest  Corridor  will 
use  the  right-of-way  taken  for  this  route.    See  SOUTHWEST  EXPRESSWAY. 


H.6 


I7£ 


JRTC 


Joint  Regional  Transportation  Committee.     An  advisory  committee  to 
the  major  transportation  agencies  in  the  Boston  region. 


LAYOVER  TIME 

See  RECOVERY  TIME . 

LIGHT  RAIL  TRANSIT 

A  generic  name  for  a  transit  mode  consisting  of  electrically  powered  steel- 
wheeled  rail  vehicles  operating  predominantly  on  exclusive  rights-of- 
way.     Light  rail  transit  is  an  intermediate-capacity,  intermediate-speed 
mode  providing  service  capabilities  between  full  rapid  transit  and  local 
bus  operations.    With  the  exception  of  Arborway  Line  local  street  service, 
the  MBTA  Green  Line  is  a  light  rail  transit  systerri. 

LINE  HAUL  SERVICE 

Transit  service  which  provides  direct,  .primarily  point-to-point  travel 
between  a  residential  area  and  an  activity  center  such  as  a  business 
district. 


LRV 


Light  Rail  Vehicle .    The  transit  vehicle  designed  to  meet  light  rail 
transit  requirements   (see  LIGHT  RAIL  TRANSIT).     The  new  Green 
Line  vehicles  are  Boeing-Vertol  LRV's. 


MAPC 


Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council.     The  agency  responsible  for  com- 
prehensive planning  in  the  Boston  region. 


MBTA 


Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority.     The  authority  responsible 

for  public  transportation  in  the  79  cities  and  towns   in  Eastern  Massachusetts, 
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MDPW 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works.    The  agency  responsible 
for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  state  highways. 


MODAL  SPLIT 


The  third  sequential  step  (following  trip  generation  and  distribution)  in 
forecasting  transit  ridership.    Modal  split  often  refers  to  the  division 
of  trips  (between  every  possible  pair  of  zones)  into  those  made  by 
transit  and  those  made  by  automobile. 


MONORAIL 


MPO 


Single  rail  transit  vehicle,  which  has  had  very  limited  application 
in  this  country.    Usually  has  appeared  as  an  elevated  system, 
notably  at  Disneyland  and  Seattle,  Washington. 


Metropolitan  Planning  Organization.    A  committee  of  six  agencies  which 
is  the  final  approving  authority  for  transportation  planning  and 
programming  documents  required  by  FHWA  and  UMTA. 


OPERATING  COST 


Those  recurring  costs  in  transportation  systems  which  include  driver's 
wages,  salaries  of  administrative  officers,  maintenance,  fuel, 
supplies,  insurance,  and  fringe  benefits. 


OPERATING  SPEED 


PA 


PCC 


Average  speed  attained  by  a  vehicle  when  travelling  in  service  between 
the  terminal  of  a  route  and  including  passenger  stops. 


Public  address.    A  system  for  communicating  with  passengers  in 
stations  and  on  trains  through  loudspeakers. 


Presidents'  Conference  Committee  Car.    The  standard  U.S.  trolley 
car  design  developed  in  the  1930's,  which  has  dominated  U.S. 
streetcar  and  light  rail  operations.    PCC's  are  used  on  the  MBTA's 
Green  Line  and  Ashmont-Mattapan  Line. 
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PEAK  HOUR 


The  peak  hour  is  the  60-minute  period  during  an  average  weekday 
when  the  greatest  number  of  people  travel  past  a  specific  point  in 
one  direction  on  a  specific  route. 


PEAK  LOAD  POINT 


The  location (s)  of  maximum  ridership  on  a  transit  route;  used  to  help 
determine  service  frequency. 


PMT 


Program  for  Mass  Transportation,    Document  specifying  the  MBTA 
transit  program  over  a  ten  year  period.    Refers  to  the  1977  revised 
program . 

PROFILE 

The  vertical  location  of  the  transit  system. 

PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  (PWC) 

The  PWC  consists  of  all  interested  people  who  meet  on  a  monthly 
basis  to  provide  overall  direction  of  the  R/TIS. 

RAPID  TRANSIT 

Mass  transportation  either  by  rail  or  bus  which  is  distinguished  from 
other  transit  by  its  operation  at  high  average  speeds  over  exclusive, 
grade-separated  right-of-way.     Sometimes  called  "heavy  rail"  to 
distinguish  it  from  light  rail. 


RDC 


Rail  Diesel  Coach.    See  BUDDLINER. 


RECOVERY  TIME 

Time  built  into  a  schedule  as  a  contingency  against  delays  a  vehicle 
may  encounter  along  the  route  and  to  provide  a  break  for  the  vehicle 
operator. 


RELOCATED  ORANGE  LINE 

Project  to  construct  a  new  Orange  Line  rapid  transit  facility  in  a 
depressed  right-of-way  along  the  Penn  Central  Mainline.    Design  is 
under  way  at  the  present  time.    Will  replace  Washington  Street 
elevated  tracks  between  Essex  Station  and  Forest  Hills. 
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REVENUE 

Revenue  is  the  gross  income  from  operation  of  the  transit  system,  in- 
cluding basic  and  special  fares,  and  income  from  charters,  conces- 
sions, advertising,  etc.    Does  not  include  interest  from  securities, 
nonrecurring  income  from  sale  of  capital  assets,  etc. 

RIDERSHIP 

The  level  of  transit  utilization,  measured  in  person- trips  . 

RIGHT-  OF-WAY  (R  .  O  .W . ) 

The  land  used  or  required  for  transit  operations. 


R/TIS 


The  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  is  an  analysis  of  current 
and  future  public  transportation  needs  in  the  South  End,  Roxbury, 
Dorchester  and  Mattapan  areas  of  Boston. 

SCHEDULE  SPEED 

The  expected  speed  of  a  vehicle  from  terminal  to  terminal,  including 
time  for  intermediate  station  stops  and  recovery  time. 

SOUTHWEST  EXPRESSWAY 

Name  given  to  the  portion  of  1-9  5  which  was  to  have  entered  Boston 
from  the  south  and  continue  through  Hyde  Park,  Roslindale,  Jamaica 
Plain,  and  Roxbury.    The  project  was  dropped  in  1972.    The  relocated 
Orange  Line  will  use  portions  of  this  right-of-way. 

SUBWAY 

An  underground  rail  transit  system. 


TAMS 


TIP 


Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton.     Overall  consultants  for  the 
Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study. 


Transportation  Improvement  Program.    A  federally-mandated  document 
which  includes  the  short-range  highway  and  transit  programs. 
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TRACKLESS  TROLLEYS 

Trackless  trolleys  are  essentially  buses  using  an  overhead  electrical 
power  source.     The  MBTA  operates  three  trackless  trolley  lines,  all 
through  Harvard  Square.   They  are  sometimes  called  trolley  buses  or 
trolley  coaches. 

TRIP  ASSIGNMENT 

The  fourth  and  final  step  (following  trip  generation,  trip  distribution, 
and  modal  split)  in  forecasting  transit  ridership.     Trip  assignment 
estimates  the  specific  transportation  service  that  persons  assigned 
to  transit  will  use  among  available  services  such  as  bus  only,  bus 
to  fixed  rail,  or  fixed  rail  only. 


TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 

The  second  sequential  step  (following  trip  generation)  in  forecasting 
transit  ridership.     Trip  distribution  utilizes  the  output  of  trip  genera- 
tion to  develop  the  projected  number  of  trips  between  every  possible 
pair  of  zones.     Trip  movements  are  estimated  separately  for  different 
trip  purposes . 


TRIP  GENERATION 

The  first  sequential  step  in  forecasting  transit  ridership.    Trip  gen- 
eration estimates  the  number  of  trips  (by  purpose)  which  originate 
and  terminate  in  each  zone. 


TRIP  ORIGIN  AND  DESTINATION 
See  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION. 

TRIP  TABLE 

The  matrix  resulting  from  the  end  product  of  the  trip  distribution  step 
i.e,  the  number  of  trips  between  every  possible  pair  of  zones  by 
trip  purpose . 

TROLLEY 

The  popular  term  used  to  describe  the  Green  Line  vehicles. 
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TSM 


Transportation  Systems  Management.     An  element  of  the  region's  trans- 
portation plan  which  describes  plans  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and 
efficiency  of  the  highway  and  transit  systems  at  minimum  capital  cost. 


UMTA 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration.    The  Federal  agency,  part  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  responsible  for  administration 
of  federal  transit  grant  programs. 


VMT 


Vehicle  Miles  of  Travel.    An  aggregate  total  of  miles  travelled  in 
an  area  during  a  given  time  period  (usually  a  day) . 


ZONE 

An  area  in  which  data  required  for  the  ridership  forecasting  analysis 

is  aggregated.    The  R/TIS  area  is  divided  into  approximately  75  of  these 

zones . 


ZONES  OF  SERVICE 

The  R/TIS  area  was  divided  into  fpur  sections,  or  zones,  in  order  to 
determine  how  new  transit  service  would  affect  the  transit  needs  of 
various  neighborhoods  . 


"3C" 


Comprehensive,  Continuing,  Cooperative.     Describes  the  trans- 
portation planning  process  required  by  federal  law. 
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January  31,  1978 


QUESTIONS  &  ANSWERS 

Q.    WHY  IS  THIS  STUDY  CALLED  REPLACEMENT/TRANSIT  IMPROVEMENT-? 

HOW  WAS  THE  STUDY  STRUCTURED  TO  MEET  BOTH  THE  "REPLACEMENT" 
AND "IMPROVEMENT"  NEEDS? 

Historically,  the  "replacement"  aspect  of  the  Replacement 
Transit  Improvement  Study  was  the  result  of  our  committment  to 
evaluate  the  effects  of  relocating  the  existing  elevated  Orange 
Line  on  Washington  Street  and  provide  a  substitute  service  where 
needed     Transit  improvement"  was  meant  to  apply  to  other  sec- 
tions of  the  study  area  not  presently  served  by  the  elevated. 
This  does  not  imply  that  whatever  recommendations  are  made  for 
replacement  service  would  not  also  constitute  a  transit  imorove- 
ment    In  this  context,  some  sections  of  the  study  area  can  be 
Clearly  laentified  as  requiring  either  "replacement  service"  or 
to  be  in  need  of  "transit  improvements,"  while  recommendations 
tor  other  sections  can  best  be  made  using  a  combination  of  the 
two  concepts. 

On  this  basis,  four  zones  of  service  were  defined.   Zone  1  - 
South  End  to  Dudley  Square  -  encompasses  an  area  equidistant  from 
Washington  Street,  is  the  one  most  affected  by  the  relocation  of 
the  Orange  Line  and  is  therefore  the  zone  in  which  replacement 
service  must  be  evaluated.   Zone  2  -  Dudley  Square  to  Grove  Hall  - 
Identifies  a  section  of  the  study  area  requiring  evaluation  of 
both  concepts  since  it  is  affected  on  the  west  by  the  relocation 
Of  the  Orange  Line  and  is  presently  served  on  the  east  and  south 
by  a  network  of  feeder  buses.   Zone  3  -  Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan 
Square  -  is  presently  served  by  a  network  of  feeder  buses  to  the 
Orange  and  Red  Lines  and  would  benefit  from  an  evaluation  of  im- 
proved means  of  public  transportation.   Similarly,  the  travel 
needs  of  residents  in  Zone  4  -  Columbia  Point  to  Northeastern 
University  which  is  part  of  a  primary  corridor  for  crosstown  ser- 
vice-would be  better  met  if  the  study  could  identify  improved 
means  of  access  between  the  neighborhoods  at  either  end  of  the 
zone. 


This  diverse  set 
rather  large  number  o 
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of  needs  and  requirements  gives  rise  to  a 
f  possible  combinations.   In  order  to  faci- 
tion  of  a  manageable  number  of  viable  tran- 
the  entire  study  area,  an  evaluation  of  four 
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Phase  I  analysis  has  identified  a  number  of  modes  and  align- 
ments which  are  accepted  by  the  community  and  can  meet  the  trans- 
portation needs  of  residents  in  each  zone  of  the  study  area. 
Phase  II  analysis  will  concentrate  on  issues  such  as:   detailed 
engineering  analysis  of  pedestrian  movement  and  safety;   commu- 
nity preference;  determination  of  the  cost  and  feasibility  of 
right-of-way  acquisition;  and  impact  on  traffic  on  city  streets 
and  current  transit  operations.   Analysis  of  these  factors  will 
indicate  preferred  alignments  and  modes  in  each  zone  of  service. 
These  alignments  and  modes  will  be  combined  into  a  small  set  of 
viable  "alternatives"  for  the  whole  study  area  (consisting  of 
modes  and  alignments  in  each  zone,  compatible  with  modes  and 
alignments  in  all  other  zones)  and  detailed  analyses  of  ridership, 
safety,  community  preference,  environmental  impact,  construction 
costs,  staging,  etc.,  will  be  made.   A  single  preferred  alterna- 
tive system  will  then  be  selected. 


Q.  A  SERIES  OF  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  FURTHER  PHASE  II  ANALYSIS  WERE 
PRESENTED  AND  DISCUSSED  AT  THE  OCTOBER  PROJECT  WORKING  COM- 
MITTEE MEETING.  NOT  ALL  OF  THESE  HAVE  BEEN  REC0I4MENDED  FOR 
FURTHER  STUDY.  HOW  WERE  THE  RECOMMENDATIONS  SHOWN  IN  PHASE 
I  REPORT  MADE? 

At  the  October  Project  Working  Committee  meeting  the  con- 
sultants, based  on  the  analysis  conducted  during  Phase  I,  recom- 
mended that  various  alignments  and  modes  be  either  dropped  or 
carried  into  Phase  II  of  the  study  for  detailed  analysis.  During 
the  meeting,  some  participants  expressed  a  desire  to  retain  sev- 
eral of  the  options  which  had  not  been  recommended  or  to  elimi- 
nate some  of  those  which  had  been  recommended.   In  addition  other 
options  which  had  not  been  examined  during  Phase  I  were  suggested 
for  analysis  in  Phase  II. 

The  MBTA  Project  Office,  based  on  the  consultants  recommen- 
dations and  the  comments  made  at  the  October  meeting  arrived  at 
the  final  recommendations  shown  in  chapter  10  of  the  Feasibility 
Report  and  in  the  Summary  Report.  The  specific  reasons  for  not 
recommending  rapid  transit  on  any  alignment  and  light  rail  on 
Washington/Seav er   and  Columbia  Road  alignments  are  given  else- 
where in  this  handout. 
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Q.  WHY  WILL  RAPID  TRANSIT  OPTIONS  NOT  BE  CONSIDERED  IN  PHASE  II? 

Analysis  of  transit  alternatives  during  the  study  have  shown 
that  persons  in  the  study  area  can  realize  greater  benefits  from 
a  more  extensive  network  of  light  rail,  busway  and/or  commuter 
rail  lines  than  from  a  single  rapid  transit  line;  and  at  far  less 
over  all  cost. 

Although  rapid  transit  costs  far  more  than  other  modes  in  the 
study  area,  such  cost  might  be  justified  if  significantly  greater 
benefits  to  study  area  residents  could  be  achieved.   Traditionally, 
benefits  of  rapid  transit  have  included  the  following: 

(1)  greater  passenger-carrying  capacity 

(2)  faster  travel  speeds 

(3)  less  disruption  to  vehicular  traffic  (after  construction) 

(4)  best  potential  for  spurring  development 

(5)  most  reliable 

Each  factor  was  examined  during  the  study.   Conclusions  are 
as  follows: 

(1)  Passenger-Carrying  Capacity  -  Although  rapid  transit  does  pro- 
vide greater  passenger  carrying  capacity  than  light  rail  or  busway, 
rider  forecasts  have  shown  that  any  foreseeable  passenger  demand 
can  be  served  by  either  of  the  latter  modes.   Projected  maximum  peak 
hour  demand  under  any  mode  option  of  4,000-4,500  passangers  can  be 
accommodated  in  2-3  car  light  rail  vehicles  or  in  buses  in  the  bus- 
way.   The  busway  has  lesser  capacity  to  handle  large  increases  in 
demand,  but  could  be  converted  to  light  rail  line  if  and  when  areatcr 
capacity  is  reauired. 

(2)  Travel  Speed  -  Rapid  transit  can  provide  faster  service  to 
downtown  Boston  from  stations  along  the  route  than  do  other  modes. 
However,  travel  time  between  all  station  and  downtown  for  light 
rail  and  busway  systems  can  be  made  resonably  comparable  to  rapid 
transit  if  maximum  use  of  exclusive  right-of-way  is  made,  stations 
are  spaced  at  least  1/4  mile  apart  and  traffic  preemptive  signals 
are  used.   A  single  rapid  transit  line  provides  walk-in  service 
only  near  stations  which  are  spaced  further  apart  than  light  rail 
or  busway  while  other  potential  riders  would  take  feeder  bus  ser- 
vice to  get  to  a  station,  and  most  would  find  it  equally  conveni- 
ent to  take  a  bus  to  either  the  Orange  or  Red  Lines.   Actual  door- 
to-door  travel  times  for  all  users  would  benefit  more  from  greater 
coverage  of  the  study  area  by  either  busway  or  light  rail  lines. 

(3)  Less  Disruption  to  Vehicle  Traffic  -  Surface  light  rail  or 
busway  systems  not  on  a  separated  R.O.W.  like  the  Midland  Railroad, 
take  up  part  of  the  street  right-of-way  and  therefore,  reduce 
traffic  carrying  capacity.   Rapid  transit,  which  must  be  completely 
grade  separated,  only  disrupts  traffic  during  the  construction 
period  (although  such  a  period  is  lenghty)  because  it  tunnels  under 
city  streets.   The  long  term  disruption  of  surface  systems  (such  as 

busway  or  light' rail  on  a  median  reservation) can  be  mitigated 
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through  proper  design  and  use  of  grade-separation  when  required 
and  may  actually  be  beneficial  in  some  areas  where  policy  is  to 
discourage  through  traffic.   Potential  pedestrian  movement  and 
safety  problems  associated  with  surface  systems  must,  however, 
be  resolved  either  through  proper  design  of  the  median  or  by 
tunnel  sections  where  needed. 

(4)   Potential  for  Development  -  While  rapid  transit  may  provirle 
somewhat  greater  stimulus  to  development  than  other 
modes,  primarity  around  stations,  this  factor  does  not  have  t  f) 
b(^  significant  if  [proper  land  planning  accompanies  deve]  of^imt.-n  t  (j  f 
othc^r  transit  modes.   Development  in  Brook  line  at  Coolidge  Corner 
an<i  along  Beacc:>n  Street  are  examples  of  the  possible  bcneflci.il 

im|jacts  of  light  rail.   In  addition,  the  tunneling  rr^iu  i  roment  s 
i'or    rapid  transit  may  {JOtentia]ly  harm  preservation  efforts  in 
areas  like  South  End  and  would  definitely  be  much  more  disruptive 
durinc/  the  longer  construction  period. 

Ci)       Rel  iabi  1  ity  -  Rapid  transit  in  a  subway  would  fjrovide  poten- 
tial ly  more^  reliable  service  than  surface  modes,  but  only  for 
those  persons  able  to  walk-in  (a  smaller  number  than  on  busway  or 
Mcjht  rail  alternatives).   Others  would  still  have  to  transfc^r  from 
1  oca  1  buses . 

Wc.vicjhed  ac^ainst  these  marginal  benefits,  rapid  transit  has  .sf)me 
real  disadvantages.   It  splits  service  on  the  relocated  Orange  Line 
wh  i  f:h  will  reduce  train  frecjuency  to  the  Southwest  Corridor  commu- 
nit  ies  df    I^oxbury  and  Jamaica  Plain.   While  the  engineering  reejuire- 
ments  for  a  l^ranch  at  either  South  Cove  or  Ruggles  have  not  bec-n 
exjjlored  in  detail,  it  appears  that  large  and  very  complicated 
structures  would  have  to  be  provided  in  these  areas  to  effect  a 
branch.   Construction  of  a  subway  pn  Washington  Street  or  in  the; 
South  End  would  have  to  await  dismantling  of  the  elevated  and  entail 
a  service  gap  of  at  least  4  to  5  years. 

A  single  line  rapid  transit  system  would  benefit  an  area  with- 
out any  downtown-oriented  rail  transit  systems  in  place.   Howevc^r, 
tiic}  study  area  already  has  both  Orange  and  Red  Lines  on  its  p(>ri- 
phery.   In  this  case,  a  system  which  can  collect  and  distribute? 
riders  over  a  greater  area  with  more  closely  spaced  stations  would 
provide  better  coverage  and  greater  user  benefits.   The  table  on 
the  next  page  shows  this  by  comparing  a  light  rail  alternative 
having  both  radial  and  crosstown  service  (Alternative  4)  to  rafjid 
transit  alternatives  (Alternatives  5  and  8).   A  similar  comparison 
could  be  made  for  busway  alternatives. 
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COMPARISON  OF  MODES 


(LRV) 

(R.T.) 

(R.T.) 

Factor 

Alt.  4 

Alt.  5 

Alt.  8 

Daily  New  Riders 

7,550 

3,740 

4,490 

Daily  Riders 

36,300 

29,800 

28,100 

Daily  Travel  Time 

Savings  (Hours) 

6,790 

4,970 

4,970 

Daily  Reduction  in 

Auto  Travel  (Miles) 

85,300 

44,500 

55,700 

Capital  Cost 

(Millions  1977$) 

161-202 

315 

637 

Annual  Cost 

(Millions  1977$) 

17.9-20.5 

29.8 

50.1 

Cost  Per  Annual 

Rider  (1977$) 

0.80-0.90 

1.70 

3.00 

The  dual  network  of  light  rail  lines  (Alt.  4)  provides  from 
20%  to  100%  in  greater  benefits  over  rapid  transit  alternatives 
in  terms  of  increased  ridership  (due  in  part  to  better  coverage) , 
savings  in  travel  time  and  reduction  of  automobile  travel.   Yet, 
its  capital  cost  and  total  annual  cost  is  far  lower.   This  clearly 
indicates  that  the  cost  to  construct  and  operate  a  single  rapid 
transit  line  in  the  study  area  could  be  spent  more  effectively  in 
creating  a  network  of  light  rail  and/or  busway  lines. 

For  all  these  reasons,  it  does  not  appear  productive  to  con- 
tinue analysis  of  rapid  transit  into  Phase  II.   The  time  and  effort 
spent  analyzing  this  mode  could  be  spent  more  productively  in  work- 
ing out  details  and  evaluating  alignments  for  other  modes. 


Q.   DOES  DROPPING  RAPID  TRANSIT  MEAN  THAT  ALL  OPTIONS  STUDIED  IN 
PHASE  II  WILL  BE  ABOVE  GROUND? 

Phase  II  of  the  study  will  look  at  light  rail  options  both 
above  and  below  ground.   Underground  sections  for  light  rail  lines 
will  be  considered  where  surface-running  systems  are  not  appropriate. 
Tunnel  sections  will  be  considered  in  areas  where  right-of-way  is 
limited  and  property  taking  is  not  desirable  (such  as  in  the  South 
Cove  area,  on  Warren  Street  and  on  Dudley  Street)  and  surface  systems 
may  cause  major  conflicts  with  pedestrian  safety  and/or  vehicle 
movements  (such  as  specific  locations  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  south  of 
Grove  Hall) . 

Because  of  ventilation  problems,  all  busway  alternatives  must 
run  above-ground.   However,  tunnel  sections  for  a  trackless  trolley 
are  possible. 
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Q.    WHY  WERE  LIGHT  RAIL  SYSTEMS  ON  WASHINGTON-SEAVER  AND 

COLUMBIA  ROAD  ALIGNMENTS  ELIMINATED  AS  POSSIBLE  OPTIONS 
IN  PHASE  II? 

In  Zone  2  of  the  study  area  (Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall) , 
light  rail  alternatives  were  recommended  for  further  study  along 
Warren  Street,  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  Midland  Railroad  segments, 
but  not  on  the  Washington-Seaver  and  ColuiTibia  Road  segments. 
The  Washington-Seaver  alignment  compared  unfavorably  to  either 
Warren  Street,  Blue  Hill  Avenue  or  Midland  Railroad  alignments 
because  it  required  extensive  tunnelling  or  building  demolition 
yet  had  a  slightly  lower  ridership  and  savings  in  overall  travel 
time  than  the  other  alignments.  The  lower  ridership  and  travel 
time  savings  result  from  its  proximity  to  the  relocated  Orange 
Line,  particularly  in  the  Egleston  Square  area.   Warren,  Blue 
Hill  and  Midland  Branch  alignments  provide  a  more  central  loca- 
tion between  Orange  and  Red  Lines  in  the  Roxbury ,  Uphams  Corner 
area  than  the  Washington-Seaver  alignment. 

The  principal  advantage  of  the  Washington-Seaver  alignment 
is  that  it  directly  serves  Egleston  Square  which  now  has  an 
Orange  Line  station.   However,  this  area  will  also  be  served  by 
the  relocated  Orange  Line  at  Jackson  Square  Station  which  is  only 
1/2  mile  away  and  will  have  feeder  bus  service.   Currently,  65 
percent  of  passengers  using  the  Orange  Line  at  Egleston  Station 
arrive  by  either  bus  or  automobile.   In  addition,  the  allocated 
Orange  Line's  new  Boylston  Street  Station  is  only  1/3  mile  away 
from  Egleston  Square. 

The  primary  reason  for  eliminating  Columbia  Road  as  an  align- 
ment for  light  rail  or  busway  is  that  is  serves  only  a  limited 
transportation  purpose.   It  connects  Uphams  Corner  and  Grove  Hall 
but,  unlike  the  Midland  Railroad,  does  not  serve  as  a  potential 
link  between  the  study  area  and  downtown.   The  ridership  model 
indicated  that  it  would  attract  only  1,800  daily  riders  (one-way 
trips) ,  which  is  a  volume  that  can  adequately  be  handled  by  local 
bus  service.   In  summary,  Columbia  Road  does  not  provide  a  needed 
link  for  a  possible  light  rail  or  busway  system  from  Grove  Hall 
or  Dorchester  to  downtown,  nor  does  it  stand  on  its  own  as  more 
than  a  local  bus  link. 

Potential  busway  alignments  on  Seaver  Street  from  Egleston 
to  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  on  Talbot  Street  from  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
to  Ashmont  were  added  as  a  result  of  comments  made  at  the  October 
26  Project  Working  Committee  Meeting.   Such  alignments  would  im- 
prove crosstown  service  in  the  southern  sections  of  the  study 
area. 
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Q.    WHY  WAS  COMMUTER  RAIL  INCLUDED  AS  AN  OPTION? 

Commuter  rail  alone  cannot  provide  replacement  service  for 
the  Orange  Line  in  the  South  End  and  Roxbury  communities,  and 
therefore,  would  have  to  be  implemented  in  conjunction  with 
other  modes  to  create  a  viable  transportation  alternative  for 
study  area.     In  addition,  its  traditional  operating  character- 
istics are  not  necessarily  well-suited  to  study  area  needs  for  the 
high  frequency,  low- fare  transportation.   However,  this  mode 
can  be  implemented  quickly  and  inexpensively  and,  in  conjunction 
with  other  modes,  satisfy  the  area's  travel  needs.   In  the  long 
run,  commuter  rail  service  possibly  could  be  upgraded,  through 
electrification  and  by  providing  service  to  downtown  Boston  and 
North  Station/  as  part  of  the  proposed  Central  Artery  reconstruc- 
tion project.   Therefore,  it  is  recommended  as  an  option  for 
further  analysis  in  Phase  II. 


Q.    WHAT  WERE  THE  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM  RESIDENTS  IN  THE 
STUDY  AREA? 

Community  goals  vary  throughout  the  study  area.   Represen- 
tative comments  received  from  residents  of  the  various  zones  of 
service  in  relation  to  new  transit  alternatives  are  listed 
below  on  the  basis  of  the  community  contacts  established  during 
the  study. 

South  End 

o   Strong  preference  for  light  rail  over  bus  alternatives. 

o   Provide  Replacement  Service  prior  to  demolition  of  the 
Washington  Street  El  or  as  soon  as  possible  thereafter. 

o   Want  new  service  with  speed  and  downtown  distribution 
of  existing  Orange  Line,  with  more  stops  in  South  End, 
and  expedient  free  transfer  to  other  MBTA  lines. 

o   Want  a  service  which  will  stimulate  development  along 
Washington  Street. 


Roxbury 


Prefer  rapid  transit  or  light  rail  over  bus, 


o   Prefer  Warren  Street  alignment  over  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
or  Midland  Branch. 
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o   If  rail  service  is  put  on  Midlands  north  of  Grove  Hall, 
provide  other  parallel  service. 

o   Reinforce  existing  commercial  modes  at  Dudley,  Grove 
Hall  and  Uphams  Corner  and  stimulate  development  else- 
where. 

o   Provide  Replacement  Service  to  Dudley  prior  to  demoli- 
tion of  the  Washington  Street  Elevated  or  as  soon  as 
possible  thereafter,  and  retain  Dudley  as  major  inter- 
change point. 

Dorchester /Ma ttapan 

o   Bus  or  trolley  on  a  median  reservation  on  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  may  lead  to  pedestrian  safety  problems  due  to 
high-speed  automobile  traffic. 

o   Avoid  major  changes  which  would  drastically  change 

neighborhood  character.   New  service  may  not  be  needed 
if  short-term  improvements  are  made. 

o   Provide  expedient  transit  from  the  southern  areas  to 
Dudley  and  vice- versa. 

o   Encourage  commercial  revitalization  of  Blue  Hill  Avenue 
with  fixed  rail  transit  as  a  stimulus. 


Q.    WHAT  HAPPENS  AFTER  THE  PROJECT  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETING  IN 
JANUARY  31,  1978? 

Minutes  of  the  meeting  and  any  written  comments  on  the 
recommendations  received  at  the  Project  Office  prior  to  Febru- 
ary 7,  1978  will  be  incorporated  in  the  Phase  I  Feasibility 
Report  to  be  sumbitted  to  UMTA. 

It  is  anticipated  that  authorization  to  proceed  with  Phase 
II  will  be  received  from  UMTA  within  60  days  after  submission 
of  the  Phase  I  Report. 

Prior  to  initiation  of  Phase  II,  meetings  of  the  Coordina- 
ting Committee  will  be  held  to  discuss:   the  scope  of  work  for 
Phase  II;  formation  of  task  forces  on  specific  issues;  and  the 
community  participation  process  during  Phase  II. 
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(|QUE    HA   OCURRIDO   DURANTE    LA   FaSE    I    DEL    ESTUDIO    ..A 

I  Que  pasara  en  el  FUTURof 


;.En  que   consiste  el  Estudio  de  Reemplazamiento  y  Me.iora  de  Transito? 

Analisis  de  las  necesidades  del  transporte  publico  para 
desarrollar  un  nuevo  plan. 

Dicho  estudio  es  un  analisis  cuidadoso  de  las  necesidades  presentes  y  futuras 
de  transporte  en  las  regiones  del:  South  End,  Roxbury,  Dorchester  y  Mattapan. 
La  meta  consiste  en  decidir  cufiles  servicios  especificos  seran  establecidos 
despues  de  remover  el  elevado  de  la  calle  Washington  y,sobre  todo,  el  desarro- 
llo  de  un  sistema  de  transito  apropiado  para  la  zona. 

^Porque  se  esta  haciendo  el  estudio? 

El  estudio  preparara  la  informacion  necesaria  para  mejorar 
el  servicio  de  transito  en  la  zona. 

El  estudio  preparara  la  informacion  necesaria  para  la  implementacion  de  cual- 
quier  metodo  de  transito,  nuevo  o  mejorado,  y  sus  servicios  en  el  area  bajo  estu- 
dio.  En  1972,  despues  del  estudio  de  la  BTPR  (Boston  Transportation  Planning 
Review),  la  construccion  del  Southwest  Expressway  fue  cancelada.   El  goberna- 
dor,  de  acuerdo  con  los  residentes  de  estos  barrios,  decidio  que  el  elevado 
de  la  linea  naranja  en  la  calle  Washington  fuera  relocalizado  en  el  area  an- 
teriormente  preparada  y  reservada  para  el  Expressway. 

En  aquella  epoca,  fue  reconocido  que  era  necesario  ofrecer  una  forma  de  servi- 
cio de  reemplazamiento  incorporando  este  la  posible  extension  de  servicios  a 
Dorchester  y  Mattapan  y  que  todo  constituiria  una  parte  muy  importante  del  plan 
de  transporte  para  el  area  Suroeste.   En  este  mismo  estudio  se  presento  una 
discusion  de  posibles  mejoras  a  efectuar  en  el  servicio  de  autobuses  ya  exis- 
tente,  mediante  la  cooperacion  entre  los  departamentos  de  la  META  de  Operacio- 
nes  y  de  Asuntos  de  la  Comunidad. 


6Que  factores  fueron  considerados  para  evaluar  las  distintas  alternativas? 
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Metas  de  la  Comunidad 

•  Satisfacer  las  metas  de  la  comiinidad. 

•  Aceptacion  en  la  comunidad.  •■ 


Servicios  de  Transporte 

Reemplazo  del  elevado  de  la  calle 
Washington. 

Rinde  servicios  a  los  raayores  centres 
comerciales. 

Mejoras  en  el  tiempo  utilizado  en  use 
de  medios  de  transporte. 
Observacion  estricta  de  horarios, 
Comodidad. 
Seguridad. 

Cambios  entre  lineas. 
Servicio  a  los  ancianos  e  invalidos, 
_  Rapidez  en  el  establecimiento  del 
sistema. 

•  Impacto  sobre  otros  servicios  de 
transporte. 

»  Potencial  de  aiimento  de  construccion, 
mejoras  futuras  y  expansion  del  sistema. 

Tecnologla  y  Compatibilidad  del  Sistema 

Tecnologia  segura  y  comprobada. 

•  Compatibilidad  con  el  equipo  de  la  MBTA. 

•  Compatibilidad  con  practicas  laborales 
de  la  MBTA. 

Efectividad  de  Costo 
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Costo  capital. 

Costo  por  persona  usando  el  sistema. 
•  Relacion  entre  costo  y  ahorro  de  tiempc 
en  viaje. 

Factores  que  Afectan  al  Medio  Ambiente. 


Efecto  a  las  tierras  privadas/estructuras/ 

parques/lugares  de  interes  historico. 

Efecto  a  los  peatones/ciclistas  . 

Interrupciones  en  las  actividades  del  barrio/( 

o  unidad. 

Interrupcion  de  actividades  de  la 

construccion. 

Impactos  del  ruido. 

Contaminacion  atmosferica 

Consume  de  energia. 
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Uso  de  Tierras  y  Desarrollo  de  las  Mismas 
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•  Impacto  sobre  el  uso  de  tierras  presente 
y  futuro. 

Promocion  de  los  planes  de  desarrollo  de_ 
terrenos . 
Impacto  sobre  el  precio  de  terrenos. 
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6Cual  fue  el  proceso  tecnico  utilizado  para  seleccionar  las  alternativas 
del  transito? 


Desarrollar 

alternativas  de  transito 
considerando  las  personas 
que  las  usen 


Primero  \ina  variedad  de  modos  (vehiculos  de 
transito  en  tuneles ,  en  una  faja  central,  o 
en  las  calles)  fueron  examinados  en  tres  ru- 
tas,creando  una  serie  de  "alternativas  gene- 
rales".   El  analisis  de  estas  en  relacion  a 
factores  descritos  en  la  pagina  anterior  re- 
sulto  en  alternativas  especificas.   El  numero 
de  personas  que  pudieran  utilizar  el  sistema 
fue  definido  tentativamente  al  considerarse 
sus  usos  del  sistema  y  los  posibles  ahorros 
de  tiempo  y  costo  por  cada  sistema. 


Cinco  analisis  tecnicos  fueron  hechos  durante  la  Ease  I 


Analisis  de 
tecnologia 


Una  serie  de  posibles  tecnologias  de  transito 
fue  invest igada  eliminandose  aquellas  no  amenas 
a  la  inv^stigacion  detallada  y  se  obtuvieron 
datos  para  comparar  modos  que  pudieran  resultar 
utiles. 


Analisis 

de  Derecho  de  Paso 


Se  investigaron  las  calles  principales  y  otras 
para  posibles  rutas  de  transito. 


Analisis  de  Servicios 


Se  examinaron  los  servicios  presentes  de  autobu- 
ses y  trenes  para  encontrar  e  identificar  sus 
deficiencias  y  tambien  sus  potenciales  para  me- 
joras  a  corto  o  largo  plazo. 


Analisis  de 
Desarrollo  de 
Terrenos 


Se  examine  el  impacto  de  modos  de  transito  y 
rutas  en  el  desarrollo  de  terrenos  localizados 
dentro  del  area  bajo  estudio. 


Analisis  de  Costo 


Se  consiguieron  datos  preliminares  sobre  capital 
de  transito  y  costos  de  operacion  para  su  uso 
en  investigar  la  relativa  costo-efectividad  de 
las  alternativas  de  transito. 


6Porque  fueron  recomendados  autobuses,  tranvias  y  trenes  suburbanos? 

La  Tabla  de  Analisis  de  Tipos  de  Vehlculos  indico  que  los  autobuses  y  los 
tranvias  son  claramente  mas  costo-efectivos  que  los  trenes  suburbanos  o  el 
subterraneo.   La  posible  interrupcion  del  trafico  en  las  calles,  el  movimien- 
to  de  peatones  y  la  necesidad  de  usar  parte  de  los  terrenos  privados  cuando 
se  instalen  autobuses  o  tranvias  seran  examinados  en  la  Fase  II. 

Los  trenes  suburbanos  en  el  ferrocarril  Midland  son  recomendados  para  futuros 
estudios.  El  servicio  de  trenes  se  puede  establecer  rapidamente  y  sin  costo 
excesivo  y,  en  conjunto  con  otros  modos,  puede  abastecer  las  necesidades  del 
area  en  lo  referente  a  transporte  y  viajes. 

Debido  a  su  costo-efectivo  no  aceptable,  se  recomienda  que  todas  las  alterna- 
tivas  que  emplean  el  subterraneo  sean  eliminadas  antes  de  la  Fase  II. 

6Cuales  alineamientos  fueron  seleccionados  y  porque? 

Zona  1 

Desde  el  South  End  hasta  Dudley  Station. 

Solamente  uno  de  los  alineamientos  es  posible  en  la  calle  Washington  porque 
esta  calle  posee  la  anchura  suficiente  y  una  localizacion  muy  centrica  en  el 
South  End  y  Lower  Roxbury.   La  calle  Washington  pudiera  ser  usada  por  autobu- 
ses o  tranvias. 

Zona  2 

Desde  Dudley  Station  hasta  Grove  Hall. 

Alineamientos  para  autobuses  con  miras  a  servicio  a  los  centros  comerciales  de 
la  ciudad  son  posibles  en  la  calle  Warren  o  Blue  Hill  Avenue.   Debido  a  que  la 
adquisicion  de  terrenos  privados  no  seria  muy  conveniente  en  la  calle  Warren 
al  sur  de  la  calle  Quincy  donde  el  derecho  de  paso  esta  limitado,  y  conside- 
rando  que  la  construccion  de  tuneles  para  autobuses  no  es  practica,  la  mejor 
idea  es  que  la  opcion  de  usar  autobuses  deberia  ser  considerada  para  Blue  Hill 
Avenue.   Una  faja  reservada  para  autobuses  por  la  calle  Seaver  y  Columbus  Ave- 
nue hasta  Jackson  Square  y  posiblemente  Brookline  Village  tambien  sera  conside- 
rada . 


Zona  3 

Desde  Grove  Hall  hasta  Mattapan  Square. 

El  ferrocarril  de  Midland  se  recomienda  porque  posee  grandes  ventajas  en 
terminos  de  costo,  rapidez  de  implementacion,  operaciones  de  transito  y  su 
localizacion  centrica  en  esta  zona.   Blue  Hill  Avenue  tiene  bastante  dere- 
cho  de  paso  al  sur  de  Grove  Hall  para  una  faja  reservada  de  autobuses  o 
tranvias  y  tambien  se  recomienda  porque  la  realizacion  de  dicho  proyecto 
ayudaria  a  levantar  las  condiciones  de  desarrollo  comercial  ya  existentes. 
Una  posible  ruta  en  la  calle  Talbot  desde  Ashmont  Station  hasta  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  tambien  sera  recomendada  para  un  analisis  mas  prof undo. 

Zona  k 

Desde  Columbia  Point  a  Northeastern. 

El  alineamiento  de  la  calle  Dudley  fue  examinado  con  miras  a  un  servicio  a 
traves  de  la  ciudad  en  la  Ease  I  porque  conecta  directamente  a  Dudley  Station 
yUphams  Corner.   Sin  embargo,  el  derecho  de  paso  esta  restringido  a  traves  de 
toda  esta  ruta  (aunque  la  adquisicion'  de  terrenos  privados  puede  que  sea  po- 
sible a  todo  lo  largo  de  esta  ruta).   For  lo  tanto,  el  analisis  de  la  Ease  II 
debe  incluir  la  consideracion  de  otros  probables  alineamientos  paralelos . 

6Que  ocurrira  proximamente  en  la  Ease  II? 


Analisis  tecnico 
detallado 


La  Ease  II  comenzara  despues  de  un  repaso  y  aprobacion 
por  la  UMTA  del  reporte  hecho  para  la  Ease  I.  Durante 
la  Ease  II  los  consultores  prepararan  un  analisis  tec- 
nico detallado  para  un  estudio  de  las  influencias  del 
proyecto  sobre  el  medio  ambiente  (Environmental  Impact 
Statement)  el  cual  se  sometera  a  consideracion  hacia- 
el  final  del  estudio. 


Reuniones 
comunitarias 


El  estudio  seguira  ofreciendo  reuniones  del  Comite  de 
Trabajo  del  Proyecto  y  de  la  Comision  Coordinadora  du- 
rante toda  la  Ease  II.   Habra  tambien  reuniones  locales 
en  las  zonas  de  servicio  tal  y  como  se  necesiten  para 
revisar  los  resultados  de  los  analisis  alternos.   Se 
recomienda  que  los  miembros  de  la  comunidad  asistan 

a  todas  dichas  reimiones. 
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6Cugles  son  las  conclusiones  acerca  ^^^   mejorajniento  del  servicio  actual^ 

El  estudio  ha  evaluado  los  servicios  de  trinsito  actuales  para  poder  identi- 
ficar  las  mejoras  a  corto  plazo  en  el  area.   Las  conclusiones  principales 
f ueron : 

•  El  ajuste  a  horarios  debe  ser  mejorado. 

•  Servicio  directo  desde  Franklin  Field  y  Mattapan  hasta  Dudley 
Station  debe  ser  ofrecido  al  publico  aunque  fuera  solamente 
durante  un  determinado  periodo  de  prueba. 

•  Las  condiciones  de  aglomeramiento  de  pasajeros  y  velocidades 
demasiado  bajas  en  algunas  rutas  de  autobuses  pueden  ser  me- 
joradas  mediante  el  aumento  de  la  frecuencia  de  salidas  y  me- 
diante  cambios  en  la  ingenieria  de  trafico. 

•  Servicio  adicional  a  traves  de  la  ciudad  a  Back  Bay  y  a  Fenway 
debe  ser  estudiado. 

La  MBTA  condujo  una  encuesta  e  investigacion  de  las  rutas  que  los  residentes 
indicaron  que  ofrecen  el  servicio  mas  pobre  en  el  area  bajo  estudio.   Infor- 
macion  pertinente  fue  acumulada  sobre  la  puntualidad  de  servicios  en  dichas 
rutas  y  en  estos  momentos  se  estan  aplicando  medidas  correctivas  para  resolver 
los  problemas  que  fueron  encontrados. 

Un  resultado  importante  de  la  investigacion  ha  sido  que  muchos  residentes  del 
area  en  cuestion  se  han  enterado  de  la  informacion  correcta  que  deben  incluir 
al  forraular  quejas  sobre  los  servicios  ofrecidos. 

^Como  puedo  obtener  mas  informacion  detallada? 

El  Reporte  de  la  Fase  I  se  puede  conseguir  en  las  bibliotecas  locales  o  11a- 
mando  al  telefouo  H27-TO6O. 

6C6mo  puedo  formular  mis  sugerencias? 

Ya  que  Ud.  ha  leido  el  reporte  se  dara  cuenta  de  que  debe  rellenar  el  cuestio- 
nario  incluido  en  el  mismo  y  enviarlo  por  correo.   For  favor  venga  a  las  reu- 
niones  durante  la  Fase  II  o  llame  al  telefono  U27-TO6O. 
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^Quien  esta  Dirigiendo  el  Estudio? 


Consultores  de 
la  MBTA  con 
part icipac ion 
de  la 
comunidad 


El  estudio  esta  dirigido  por  la  Oficina  de  Desarrollo 
del  Corredor  del  Suroeste  (Southwest  Corridor  Develop- 
ment Office )de  la  MBTA. 

La  CTPS  (Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff),  una 
agencia  del  Estado  de  Massachusetts,  esta  preparando 
las  predicciones  de  pasajeros  de  transito. 


Las  firmas  consultoras  que  han  participado  en  el  estudio 
son: 

•  Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton  (TAMS) 

-  supervision  general  del  proyecto 

-  ingenieria  de  transporte 

•  CBT/Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  &  Casendino,  Inc. 

-  participacion  comunitaria 

-  presentacion  y  diseno  urhano 

•  Greater  Roxbury  Development  Corporation 

-  analisis  de  los  bienes  raices  en  la  comunidad 

•  John  Brown  Associates 

-  planeamiento  urbano 

•  Cambridge  Systematics,  Inc. 

-  metodologia  de  las  predicciones 

El  estudio  de  Reemplazamiento  y  Mejoras  de  Transito  esta  subvencionado  por 
la  UMTA  (Urban  Development  Transit  Administration)  del  Departamento  de 
Transporte  de  los  EE.UU. 


Si  desea  una  informacion  mas  amplia  sobre  el  estudio,  llame  al  telefono  U2T-TO6O. 


replacement/transit  improvement  study 
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What  is  the  Replacement/ 
Transit  Improvement  Study? 

Analysis  of  transportation  needs  to  develop 
a  new  plan 

The  study  is  an  analysis  of  cun'ent  and  future  public  trans- 
portation needs  in  the  South  End,  Roxbury,  Dorchester  and 
Mattapan  areas  of  Boston.  The  objective  is  to  decide  on 
specific  services  upon  removal  of  the  Washington  St.  Elevated 
and  to  develop  an  overall  transportation  strategy  for  the  area. 

Why  is  this  study  being  done? 

To  prepare  information  for  improved  area 
transit  services 

This  study  will  prepare  the  necessary  information  for  the 
implementation  of  any  new  or  improved  transit  services  in 
the  study  area.  In  1972,  after  the  Boston  Transportation 
Planning  Review  (BTPR),  construction  of  the  proposed 
Southwest  Expressway  was  cancelled.  The  Governor  con- 
cluded, in  concert  with  residents  of  these  neighborhoods,  that 
the  Washington  Street  Elevated  Orange  Line  should  be 
relocated  into  the  corridor  cleared  for  the  expressway. 

At  that  time,  it  was  recognized  that  some  form  of  replace- 
ment service,  with  the  possible  extension  of  that  service  to 
Dorchester  and  Mattapan  was  an  important  part  of  a  trans- 
portation plan  for  the  Southwest  area.  A  related  opportunity 
presented  by  this  study  is  a  discussion  of  improvements  to 
the  existing  bus  service  by  working  with  the  MBTA  Operations 
and  Community  Affairs  Departments. 


What  is  the  schedule? 
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Phase  h 


What  factors  were  used  to  evaluate  various  alternatives? 
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Community  Goals 

•  Meets  Community  Goals 

•  Community  Acceptance 

Transportation  Service 


Replaces  Washington  St.  Elevated 

Serves  Major  Commercial  Centers 

Travel  Time  Improvements 

Schedule  Adherence 

Comfort 

Safety 

Security 

Transfers 

Service  to  Elderly  and  Handicapped 

Speed  of  Implementation 
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Impact  on  Other  Transportation  Services 
Potential  for  Incremental  Construction, 
Future  Upgrading,  and  Expansion 


Technology  and  System  Compatibility 

•  Proven  Technology 

•  Compatibilitywith  MBTA  Equipment 

•  Compatibility  with  MBTA  Labor  Practices 

Cost  Effectiveness 

•  Capital  Cost 

•  Cost  per  Transit  Rider 

•  Ratio  of  Cost  to  Travel  Time  Savings 

Environmental  Factors 


Required  Takings  of  Land/Structures/Parks/ 

Historical  Sites 

Impact  on  Pedestrians/Bicycles 

Neighborhood  Disruption/Cohesion 

Construction  Disruption 

Noise  Impacts 

Air  Pollution 

Energy  Consumption 

Land  Use/Land  Development 

•  Impact  on  Existing  and  Proposed  Land  Uses 

•  Enhancement  of  Land  Development  Goals 

•  Irripact  on  Land  Values 
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Vhat  vehicle  types  were  studied? 


RAPID  TRANSIT/ 
SUBWAY  CAR         _ 
^  (In  Tunnel  or  on     ^ 
-^  Railroad  Line) 


What  was  the  technical  process  used 
to  select  transit  alternatives? 


BUS 

(In  Median 
or  on  Street) 


Develop 
transit 
alternatives 
with  potential 
riders 


First  a  variety  of  modes,  (transit  vehicles  in  tunnels, 
medians  or  on  streets)  were  examined  on  three 
routes  creating  a  series  of  "generalized  alternatives."  ■ 
Analysis  of  these  against  the  factors  described  on  the 
previous  page  resulted  in  specific  alternatives.  The 
potential  riders  that  might  be  attracted  were  then 
estimated  for  these  alternatives  as  well  as  potential 
travel  time  savings  and  cost  for  each  system. 


Five  technical  analyses  were  done  in  Phase  I: 


..   -^COMMUTER  RAIL 
ODDDd^    (On  Railroad 
^  pt^     Line) 


TRACKLESS  ^ 
TROLLEY  p 
(In  Median  or  |r^ 
on  Street) 


STREETCAR/LIGHT 
RAIL  VEHICLE  (LRV) 
^  (In  Tunnel 

^^;:^  ,^     in  Median 
^ )  ")   or  on  Street) 


Technology 
Analysis 

Right-of-way 
Analysis  - 

Service 
Analysis 

Land 

Development 

Analysis 

Cost 
Analysis 


investigated  a  wide  range  of  potential  transit  tech- 
nologies, eliminating  those  not  suitable  for  detailed 
investigation  and  providing  data  to  compare  modes 
that  were  suitable 

investigated  major  streets  and  other  alignments  for 
potential  transit  routes 


looked  at  current  rail  and  bus  transit  service  to 
identify  deficiencies  and  potential  short  and  long 
range  improvements 

examined,  the  relative  impact  of  transit  modes  and 
alignments  on  the  development  of  land  in  the 
study  area 


provided  preliminary  data  on  transit  capital  and 
operating  costs  for  use  in  investigating  the  relative 
cost-effectiveness  of  the  transit  alternatives 


What  routes  and  vehicle  types  were  recommended  to  be  studied  in  Ph 
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Phase  II  Options  Map 

This  is  a  complete  map  showing  the  various 
options  which  will  be  studied  in  Phase  II. 

A  total  plan  for  transportation  improvements 
in  the  area  will  be  developed  during  Phase  II. 
One  or  more  vehicle  types  and  segments  of 
alignments  shown  on  this  map  will  be  combined 
into  a  preferred  alternative  to  meet  the  trans- 
portation needs  of  the  entire  study  area. 

Feeder  buses,  while  not  shown  on  the  map,  will 
be  an  integral  part  of  any  preferred  alternative. 
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Which  vehicle  types  and  alignments  are  recommended  for  Phase  II  study? 
Zones  of  Service  ^ 


Zone 

of 

Service 

Impacted 
Area 

Alignment 

(Routes) 

Mode  (Vehicle  Type) 

Remarks 

BUS 

Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

LIGHT  RAIL 
VEHICLE 
Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

RAILROAD 

Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

RAPID 
TRANSIT 
Exclusive 
Right  of  way 

Destination 

Downtown 

Shopping 

District 

enters 
Green  Line 
at  Boylston 
or 
Huntington 

South 

Station 

Orange 
Line  at 
Ruggles 
or 

So  Cove 

1 

South  End 
to  Dudley 
Station 

,  Washington 
Street 

* 

* 

■  loses  transit  service  as 
Orange  Line  is  relocated 

•  Washington  St.  most 
feasible— wide  and 
centrally  located  in  zone 

2 

Dudley  Sq. 
Groue  Hall 
Mt.  Bowdoin 
Uphams 
Comer 

Blue  Hill 
Avenue 

* 

• 

■  limited  right  of  way 

■  centrally  located  in  zone 

■  opportunities  for 
development 

Warren 
Street 

• 

• 

Midland 
Railroad 

-;:y;V->:W:-^:W;:;-;::  . 

• 

• 

■  exclusive  grade-separated 

■  lower  cost 

Seaver- 
Columbus 

* 

•  provides  crosstown  service 

3 

Franklin 

Field 

Mattapan 

Blue  Hill 
Avenue 

• 

• 

•  stimulates  business  area 

Midland 
Railroad 

• 

• 

•  exclusive  grade-separated 

•  lower  cost 

•  .centrally  located  in  zone 

Talbot 
Avenue 

• 

■  provides  crosstown  service 

4 

Northeastern 
University 

Dudley  Sq. 

Uphams 
Comer 

Columbia  Pt. 

Crosstown  St. 
Wash.  St. 
Dudley  St 
Columbia  Pt. 

-k 

-k 

•  right  of  way  is  limited 

•  generates  greatest  number 
of  new  transit  riders 

m  s.,™  ,.„„r™„1  Optums  Stor  Phase  II  Stn^ 

Vehicle  Type 


RAPID  TRANSIT/ 
SUBWAY  CAR 
(InTunnel  or  on  Railroad  Line) 


Transportation 
Service  — 
User  Benefits 


Fastest  service  to  downtown 
Minimal  disruption  to  surface  traffic 
Best  potential  schedule  adherence 
Longest  probable  implementation 
Causes  split  service  on  Orange  Line 
Wide  station  spacing 


RAILROAD 

(On  Railroad  Line) 


STREETCAR/UGHT 
RAIL  VEHICLE  (LRV) 

(In  Tunnel  in  Median 
or  on  Street) 


BUS 

(In  Median  or  on  Street) 


Does  not  replace  Orange  Line 
service 

Needs  other  improvements    • 
Good  potential  schedule  adherence 
Capacity  problems  at  South  Station 
High  cornfort  rating 
Poor  h-ansfer  capability 
Potential  quick  implementation 
Least  impact  on  surface  traffic 
Wide  station  spacing 


Environmental 
Impact 


Limited 

required  land 

takings 

except  at 

stations 
Greatest 

potential 

construction 

disruption 


Best  downtown  and  Back  Bay 

connections 
Good  potential  for  incremental 

construction 
Potential  disruption  to  surface  traffic 
Frequent  station  tocations 


Best  transit  coverage 
Best  potential  to  minimize  transfers 
Worst  potential  schedule  adherence 
Potential  quick  implementation 
Potential  dismption  to  surface  traffic 
Good  potential  for  incremental 
construction 


Least  required 
land  takings 

Minimal 
constmction 
disruption 


Land  Use/ 
Land 

Development 
Impact 


Cost-Effectiveness  Factors 


Could  provide 
major  incentive 
to  development 
in  vicinity  of 
stations 


High  potential 
land  takings 
on  narrow 
existing 
streets 

High  potential 
for 

construction 
disruption 


Greatest  source 
of  air 

pollution  and 
noise  of 
transit  modes 
on  the  street 


Minimal 
stimulus  to 
development 


Capital 
Cost 


$315- 

637 

million 


$16- 
32 

million 


Cost/ 
Rider 


$1.70- 
3.00 


Could  provide 
incentive  for 
development 
along  major 
streets 


Lesser 

investment  in 
fixed  facilities 
provides  less 
incentive  for 
development 


$82- 

202 

million 


$5.7- 

14.3 

million 


Cost/ 

New 

Rider 


Cost/ 

Travel 

Time 

Savings 

Ratio 


$13.50- 
18.60 


$090-  $11.70- 
1.30     18.60 


6.7- 
11.2 


$0.60- 
1.30 


$0.50 


$4.00- 
9.20 


$2,40- 
2.90 


4.4- 
7.0 


2.9- 
6.9 


2.4- 
2.7 


Analysis  of  \fehicle  Types  | 


Why  were  Bus, 
Light  Rail  and 
Commuter  Rail 
vehicles 
recommended? 

Best  combination  of  user 
benefits,  area-impact  and 
cost-effectiveness 
characteristics. 

The  Analysis  of  Vehicle  Types  table 
indicates  that  Bus  and  Light  Rail 
modes  meet  the  transportation  needs 
of  the  area  and  are  clearly  more  cost- 
effective  than  Commuter  Rail  and 
Rapid  Transit.  Potential  disruption  to 
surface  traffic  and  pedestrian  move- 
ment and  the  need  for  property  takings 
caused  by  Bus  and  Light  rail  modes 
will  be  examined  in  Phase  II. 

Commuter  Rail  on  the  Midland 
Railroad  is  recommended  for  further 
study.  Railroad  service  can  be 
implemented  quickly  and  inexpensively 
and,  in  conjunction  with  other  modes, 
can  help  satisfy  the  area's  travel  needs. 

Because  of  their  poor  cost-effective- 
ness, it  is  recommended  that  all  Rapid 
Transit  alternatives  be  eliminated  prior 
to  Phase  II. 
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Why  were  these  alignments  recommended? 


ZONEl 

South  End  to  Dudley  Station 

Only  one  alignment  is  feasible,  Washington  Street, 
because  of  its  width  and  central  location  in  the 
South  End  and  lower  Roxbury.  Washington  Street 
can  be  used  by  either  buses  or  light  rail  vehicles. 

ZONE  2 

Dudley  Station  to  Grove  Hall 

Busway  alignments  for  downtown-oriented 
services  are  possible  on  either  Warren  Street  or 
Blue  Hill  Avenue.  Because  land  taking  would  be 
undesirable  on  Warren  Street  south  of  Quincy 
Street  where  right-of-way  is  limited,  and  since  bus 
tunnels  are  not  practical,  it  is  likely  that  all  busway 
options  would  run  on  Blue  Hill  Avenue  in  this  area. 
A  busway  running  along  Seaver  Street  and  Colum- 
bus Avenue  to  Jackson  Square  and  possibly 
Brookline  Village  will  also  be  examined. 
Light  rail  alternatives  are  recommended  for 
further  study  along  Warren  Street,  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  and  the  Midland  Railroad,  but  not  on  the 
Washington-Seaver  and  Qslumbia  Road  segments 
(also  examined  during  Phase  I)  since  these  require 
expensive  land  takings.  The  Washington-Seaver 
alignment  also  has  slightly  lower  ridership  and  less 
savings  in  overall  travel  time  than  other  routes  in 
Zone  2  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  relocated 
Orange  Line. 


Columbia  Road  was  not  recommended  because 
it  does  not  provide  a  needed  link  for  a  possible 
light  rail  or  busway  system  from  Grove  Hall  or 
Dorchester  to  downtown,  nor  does  it  stand  on  its 
own  as  more  than  a  local  bus  link. 

ZONES 

Grove  Hall  to  Mattapan  Square 

The  Midland  Railroad  is  recommended  because 
of  its  advantages  in  terms  of  cost,  travel  speed, 
and  transit  operations,  and  its  central  location  in 
the  zone.  Blue  Hill  Avenue  has  sufficient  right-of- 
way  south  of  Grove  Hall  for  either  busway  or  light 
rail  options  and  is  also  recommended  since  it 
would  help  upgrade  already  existing  commercial 
development.  A  possible  busway  segment  on 
Talbot  Avenue  from  Ashmont  Station  to  Blue  Hill 
Avenue  is  also  recommended  for  further  analysis. 

ZONE  4 

Columbia  Point  to  Northeastern 

The  Dudley  Street  alignment  was  analyzed  for 
crosstown  service  in  Phase  I  because  it  directly 
connects  Dudley  Station  and  Uphams  Comer. 
However,  its  right-of-way  is  constricted  throughout 
(although  property  takings  may  be  possible  along 
most  of  its  length  ).  Consequently,  Phase  II 
analysis  should  also  examine  other  potential 
parallel  alignments. 


(yMhat  were  the 
conclusions  about 
improving  service? 

Short  term  changes  could 
improve  service. 

The  study  evaluated  current  transit  service 
to  identify  short  term  improvements  for  the 
area.  The  major  conclusions  were: 

•  Schedule  adherence  needs  to  be  improved 

•  Direct  service  from  Franklin  Field  and 
Mattapan  to  Dudley  should  be  provided 
on  at  least  a  trial  basis. 

•  Overcrowding  and  low  overall  bus  speeds 
on  some  routes  can  be  improved  by 
increasing  frequency  and  making  traffic 
engineering  changes. 

•  Additional  crosstown  service  to  Back  Bay 
and  Fenway  should  be  studied. 

The  MBTA  conducted  a  survey  of  routes 
most  often  cited  for  poor  service  in  the 
study  area.  Data  was  collected  on  schedule 
reliability  and  steps  are  now  being  taken  to 
correct  the  problems  that  were  discovered. 

An  important  by-product  of  this  survey  is 
that  many  area  residents  are  now  aware  of 
what  information  to  include  iu  service- 
related  complaints. 


and  what  could  the 

recommended  system  look  like? 
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Bus  in  median  reservation  (Wide  Street) 
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Railroad  in  existing  right-of-way 


(possible  Transit  Systems 


Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  in  median 
reservation  (Wide  Street) 


Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  in  tunnel 
(Narrow  Street) 


Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV)  in  existing 
railroad  right-of-way 


How  can  I  get  more  detailed  information? 


The  Phase  1  Feasibility  Report  is  available  at  local  libraries 
and  Little  City  Halls  or  by  calling  427-7060. 


How  can  my  suggestions  be  made? 


Now  that  you  have  read  the  summary  report,  you  can  fill 
out  the  enclosed  suggestion  sheet  and  mail  it.  Come  to 
meetings  during  Phase  II  or  phone  427-7060. , 


What  happens  in  Phase  II? 


Detailed 

Technical 

Analysis 

Community 
Meetings 


P,hase  II  will  start  after  review  and  approval  of  the  Phase  I 
report  by  UMTA.  During  Phase  II  the  consultants  will 
work  on  detailed  alternatives  analysis  in  preparation  for 
an  environmental  impact  statement  to  be  subrriitted  at  the 
end  of  the  study. 

The  study  will  continue  to  have  Project  Working  Com- 
mittee and  Coordinating  Committee  meetings  during 
Phase  II.  In  addition  there  will  be  local  meetings  in  the 
zones  of  service  as  required  to  review  results  of  the 
alternatives  analysis.  The  Community  is  encouraged  to 
attend  all  of  these  meetings. 


Who  is  doing  the  study? 


MBTAand 

-consultants, 

with 

agency  and 

community 

participation 


The  study  is  being  managed  by  the  MBTA's  Southwest 
Corridor  Development  office.  Transit  ridership  forecasts 
are  being  prepared  by  the  Central  Transportation 
Planning  Staff  (CTPS),  an  agency  of  the  Commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts.' 

The  consultant  firmsior  the  study  are: 

•  Tippetts-Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton  (TAMS) 
—Overall  Management 
—Transportation  Planning  and  Engineering 

•  CBT/Childs  Bertman  Tseckares  &  Casendino,  Inc.- 
—Community  Participation 

—Presentation  and  Urban  Design 

•  Greater  Roxbury  Development  Corporation 
—Local  Real  Estate  Analysis 

•  John  Brown  Associates 

—  Urban  Planning 

•  Richard  Siegel  Associates 

—  Economics 

•  Cambridge  Systematics,  Inc. 

—  Forecasting  Methodology 


The  Replacement/Transit  Improvement  Study  is  funded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration  (UMTA) 

Call  427-7060  for  more  information  on  the  study. 
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Business  Reply  Mail 

No  Postage  Stamp  Necessary  if  Mailed 
in  the  United  States 
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Postage  will  be  paid  by: 

Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

Community  Affairs  and  Marketing 

50  High  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 
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